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THE   DECISIONS 

or   THK 

SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES, 

AT 

DECEMBER  TERM,   1867. 


BsNJAMiN  F.  Morgan,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  Alfred  G. 

CURTENIUS  AND  JoHN  L.  GrISWOLD. 

Where  the  Oircuit  Court  adopted  the  construction  of  a  State  statute  which  was 
placed  upon  it  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  the  decision  was  correct; 
and  a  different  construction  of  the  statute  subsequently  placed  upon  it  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  State  will  not  authorize  this  court  to  reverse  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Circuit  Court  as  having  been  erroneously  given. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Illinois. 

It  was  the  same  case  which  was  before  the  court  at  the  pre- 
ceding term,  as  noticed  in  19  Howard,  8. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  co'irt 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Washbume  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  Mr.  Bmance  for  the  defendant,  upon  printed  arguments. 

Mr.  Washbume  referred  to  the  cases  of  Frisby  v.  Ballancc 
2  Gilman,  141,  and  Prink  v.  Davit,  14  Illinois  Reports,  804; 
and  contended  that  the  last  decision  had  declared  the  law  of 
the  State,  by  which  the  deed  of  Bogardus  to  Underbill  did  not, 
by  the  subsequently-acquired  title  of  Bogardus,  pass  the  title 
in  fee.  The  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  should  be  reversed, 
as  being  contradictory  to  the  established  law  of  the  State. 

Mr.  BaJUance  admitted  that  the  United  States  ccurte  could  fol 
low  the  State  courts  in  the  construction  of  their  own  statutes, 
and,  when  a  new  construction  was  adopted,  could  change  and 
decide  cases  as  they  might  arise,  according  to  the  new  con 
struction.    But  he  denied  that  the  Supreme  Court  could  gather 
up  all  the  old  cases  which  had  been  settled  under  the  law  as  it 
then  stood,  and  make  them  conform  to  the  new  law 
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Morgan  y.  CurUniui  et  al. 


Mr.  Justice  GBJER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  who  was  also  plaintiff  below,  brought 
his  ejectment  for  certain  lots  in  the  town  of  Peoria.  On  the 
trial,  he  gave  in  evidence  a  patent  from  the  United  States  to 
John  L.  JSogardus,  dated  6th  of  January,  1888;  the  will  ot 
Bogardus,  proved  7lii  of  July,  1838,  in  which  he  authorizes 
his  executrix  to  sell  his  lands ;  a  deed  from  the  executrix, 
dated  September  26th,  1846,  to  Seth  L.  Cole ;  also,  a  deed  firom 
Cole  to  Frink,  and  from  Frink  to  plaintiff.  The  defendants 
claimed  under  Isaac  Underbill,  to  whom  Bogardus  had  conveyed 
by  deed,  dated  6th  August,  1834,  purporting,  for  the  considera- 
tion of  $1,060,  "to  grant,  sell,  and  convey,"  to  Underbill,  all 
Bogardus*s  "right  and  interest"  to  the  land  in  dispute;  "to 
have  and  to  hold  the  same,  unto  the  said  Underbill,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  forever." 

The  oefendants,  moreover,  proved  that  Underbill  paid  the 
purchase-money  for  the  land,  and  took  out  the  patent  in 
the  name  of  Bogardus,  in  whose  name  the  entry  had  heen 
made. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  moved  the  court  to  exclude  from 
the  jury  all  the  evidence  given  by  the  defendants.  This  mo- 
tion was  overruled,  aud  the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  title  to  the  premises  claimed  in  the  declara- 
tion. To  this  instruction  plaintiff's  counsel  excepted,  and 
now  alleges  it  as  error. 

It  was  contended  that  the  deed  from  Bogardus  to  Underbill 
was  but  an  ordinary  quit-claim  deed,  conveying  only  such  in- 
terest as  the  releasor  had  in  the  premises  at  the  time  of  its 
execution;  and  being  without  any  direct  covenants  of  war- 
ranty, or  that  implied  in  the  terms  "grant,  bargain,  and  sell," 
Bogardus  was  not  estopped  from  evicting  Underbill,  under 
his  leffal  title  afterwards  vested  in  him  by  the  patent.  The 
defendants  contended,  that  however  this  might  be  at  common 
law,  the  title  acquired  by  Bogardus  inured  to  the  benefit  of 
his  grantee  by  virtue  of  the  7th  section  of  the  statute  of  Uli 
nois,  passed  in  1833,  concerning  conveyances  of  real  property, 
which  is  as  follows:  "If  any  person  shall  sell  or  convey  to 
another,  by  deed  or  conveyance  purporting  to  convey  an  es- 
tate in  fee  simple  absolute  in  any  tract  of  land  or  real  estate, 
l}'ing  and  being  in  this  State,  not  then  being  possessed  of  the 
legal  title  or  interest  therein  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  con- 
veyance, but  after  such  sale  and  conveyance  the  vendor  shall 
become  possessed  of  and  confirmed  in  the  legal  estate  to  the 
land  or  real  estate  so  sold  and  conveyed,  it  shall  be  taken  and 
held  in  trust,  aud  for  the  use  of  the  grantee  or  vendee,  and  the 
oonveyance  aforesaid  shall  be  held  and  taken,  and  shall  be 
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M  valid  as  if  the  grantor  or  vendor  had  the  legal  estate  or  in- 
terest at  the  time  of  sale  or  conveyance." 

Now,  this  case  was  tried  in  the  court  below,  on  the  8th  of 
June,  1849,  and  this  section  of  the  act  of  1888  had  been  con- 
straed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  as  to  its  application 
to  the  conveyance  in  question,  in  the  case  of  Frisby  v.  Bal- 
lance,  decidea  in  that  court  in  1845,  and  reported  in  2d  Qii- 
man,  141.  It  was  held  in  that  case  that  the  fee  in  the  prem- 
ises inured  under  the  statute  to  Underbill  and  his  assigns. 
This  construction  of  the  statute  was  therefore  a  settled  rule  of 
property  at  the  time  of  the  decision  of  this  case  in  the  court 
below,  which  that  court  was  bound  to  follow;  and  having  so 
decided,  there  was  certainly  no  error  in  the  decision  at  the 
time  it  was  made. 

But  it  is  argued,  that  though  the  decision  of  the  Oircnit 
Oourt  was  in  accordance  with  the  established  construction  of 
tiie  statutes  of  Illinois,  and  the  rules  of  property  as  then  de- 
clared by  her  highest  tribunal,  yet  that  it  has  become  errone- 
ous, because  of  a  change  of  Uie  law  since  that  time,  by  a  de* 
cision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  in  1858,  in  the  case 
of  Frink  V.  Durst,  (14  Illinois,  806,)  by  which  the  case  of 
Frisbv  V.  Ballance  was  overruled  and  reversed.  It  is  true 
that  the  same  conveyance  and  the  same  statute  were  in  ques* 
tion  in  the  last  case,  and  have  received  a  contrary  construc- 
tion to  that  which  had  governed  such  conveyances  as  a  rule 
of  property  for  more  than  eight  years. 

If  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  this  case  had  been 

S'ven  since  the  last  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois, 
is  court  might  have  been  compelled  to  decide  whether  they 
considered  themselves  bound  to  follow  the  last  decision  of  that 
court,  or  at  liberty  to  choose  between  them.  But,  however 
the  latter  decision  may  have  a  retroactive  effect  upon  the  titles 
held  under  the  deed  in  question,  it  cannot  have  that  effect 
upon  the  decisions  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  make  that  er- 
roneous which  was  not  so  when  the  judgment  of  that  court 
I  given.    It  is  therefore  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Robert  H.  "Wtkn,  Exboutor  and  Dbvisbb  of  Willum  Wthh, 
BBOiuBBD,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  Charles  B.  Morris  bt  al. 

In  the  prtMai  case,  the  complainant  and  appellant  did  not  derive  his  title  to  the 
land  la  diipate  ftiom  aaj  statute  of  the  United  States ;  and  therefore  this  court  hae 
no  Jurisdiction  orer  the  matter  by  virtue  of  the  26th  section  of  the  judiciary  net. 

Tbis  ease  was  brought  up  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
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State  of  Arkansas,  by  a  writ  of  error  issued  under  the  25th 
section  of  the  judiciary  act. 
The  case  is  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  submitted  on  printed  arguments,  by  Mr.  Pike  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Watkins  and  Mr.  Bradlej/  for  the 
defendant 

The  arguments  upon  both  sides  were  directed  almost  entirely 
to  the  merits  of  the  case ;  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  made 
by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  this  manner: 

If  the  decision  of  the  court  below  had  been  against  the  ri^ht 
claimed  by  Mrs.  Taylor,  under  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  29th 
of  May,  1830,  she  would  have  had  a  right  of  appeal,  but  Wynn 
would  not;  although  the  case  might  be  said  to  involve  the 
construction  of  that  act,  because,  confessedly,  he  does  not  claim 
any  right  under  it. 

The  decision  being  in  favor  of  the  ri^ht,  there  is  no  ground 
left  for  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court  to  rest  upon, 
unless  the  plaintiff  can  make  it  appear  that  the  decision  of  the 
court  below  involved  the  construction  of  the  act  of  September 
4th,  1841,  and  was  against  a  riffht  claimed  under  that  act  for 
granting  lands  to  the  State  of  Arkansas. 

But,  according  to  the  case  made  b^  the  bill,  the  State  does 
not  and  cannot  claim  any  title  to  this  land  under  the  act  of 
1841.  Whether  the  plaintiff  ever  acquired  any  right  to  it  from 
the  State  or  under  the  selection,  is  purely  a  question  of  con- 
tract, or  of  private  grievance,  as  between  him  and  the  State. 
True,  he  must  trace  his  title  back  to  the  act  of  1841.  But  io 
that  sense,  every  disputed  land  case  might  come  up  to  this 
court,  as  all  titles  are  more  or  less  remotely  derived  from  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  Justice  CATKON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  complainant  filed  his  bill  in  a  State  Circuit  Court  in 
Arkansas,  to  enjoin  Morris  from  executing  a  writ  of  possession 
founded  on  a  recovery  by  an  action  of  ejectment  for  the  north- 
west quarter  of  section  18,  in  township  16,  south  of  Red  river. 

Wynn  alleges  that  the  whole  of  the  quarter  section  was  cul- 
tivated by  hira,  and  had  been  for  years  before  the  inception 
of  Morris's  title,  and  that  he,  Wynn,  claimed  title  to  the  land 
throueh  the  State  of  Arkansas,  and  that  Morris  had  obtained 
a  leeal  title  in  fraud  of  Wynn's  superior  right  in  equity. 

Morris  claims  through  Keziah  Taylor.  In  1829  and  in  1880, 
when  the  occupant  law  of  that  year  passed,  she  was  a  widow, 
and  cultivated  a  small  farm  on  the  land  in  dispute;  she  sold 
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oat  her  possessions  there  in  the  latter  part  of  1880,  left  th« 
countiT  secretly,  and  settled  permanently  in  the  Mexican  prov- 
ince of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  and  there  she  remained  without 
returning  to  Arkansas  until  December,  1842,  when  she  made 
her  appearance,  proved  her  cultivation  in  1829,  and  her  coi'- 
tinuinff  possession  in  May,  1880,  in  the  form  prescribed  bv  the 
act  of  that  year,  had  her  pre-emption  allowed,  entered  the  land, 
and  sold  it  to  Morris.     She  ^ot  a  patent  in  1844. 

The  reason  why  Mrs.  Taylor  did  not  enter  the  land  at  an 
earlier  day  was,  that  the  township  No.  16  was  not  surveyed 
until  1841,  and  within  one  year  before  the  date  of  her  entry. 

Wynn  seeks  a  decree  on  the  ground  that  Morris  procured 
Mrs.  Taylor  to  enter  the  land  for  Morris's  benefit,  when  she 
had  no  right  of  pre-emption,  because  of  the  abandonment  of 
her  possession  for  more  than  ten  years. 

The  register  and  receiver  held  that  a  preference  of  entry  was 
vested  by  the  act  of  1830,  and  they  remsed  to  investigate  the 
fact  of  aoandonment.  This  opinion  was  concurred  in  by  the 
Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office.  And,  to  correct 
this  alleged  error,  the  bill  was  filed.  The  State  Circuit  Court 
refused  the  relief  prayed ;  adjudged  that  Mrs.  Taylor  obtained 
a  valid  title  to  the  land,  and  decreed  damages  against  Wynn 
for  detaining  the  possession.  From  this  decree  he  appealed 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas,  where  the  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  was  affirmed,  and  to  that  decree  Wynn  prose- 
cutes his  writ  of  error  out  of  this  court ;  and  the  first  question 
here  is,  whether  we  have  jurisdiction  to  re-examine  and  reverse 
or  affirm  the  decree  of  the  State  courts.  This  can  only  be 
done  in  a  case  where  is  drawn  in  question  the  construction  of 
a  statute  of  the  United  States,  &c.,  and  the  decision  is  against 
the  title  set  up  or  claimed  under  the  statute  by  the  losing  party. 
If  Wynn  had  7U>  title,  of  course  he  could  not  claim  under  a  law 
of  the  United  States,  and  cannot  come  here  under  the  26th 
section  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  merely  to  draw  in  ques- 
tion the  decree  which  dismissed  his  bill. 

To  this  effiBct  are  the  cases  of  Owings  v.  Norwood's  lessee, 
(5  Cra.,  844;)  Henderson  v.  Tennessee,  (10  How.,  811.) 

Wynn  sets  up  a  pretension  of  claim  to  the  land  in  dispute 
through  the  State  of  Arkansas,  which  State  was  authorized  to 
locate  500,000  acres  of  land  by  acts  of  Congress  passed  in  1841 
and  1842 ;  and  the  complainant  insists  that  he  had  made  a  con- 
tract with  the  State,  through  her  locating  agent,  Charles  E. 
Moore,  who  was  acting  under  instructions  from  the  Governor 
of  said  Sta^e^  to  the  effect  that  he,  the  complainant,  should  be 
alW'ed  to  purchase  the  land  from  the  State  at  two  dollars  per 
acre.    But. the  State  did  not  locate  this  quarter  section,  noi 
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had  it  an  interest  in  it  at  any  time ;  bo  that  the  title  was  ont- 
standing  in  the  United  States  till  Keziah  Taylor  made  her 
entry. 

The  complainant,  Wynn,  having  no  interest  in  the  land  but 
a  naked  possession,  not  protected  by  an  act  of  Confess,  we 
order  that  his  writ  error  be  dismissea  for  want  of  junsdiction. 


JoBUH  Garland,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v,  Robert  H.  Wtnk, 

EXBOUTOR  AND   DeVISBB  OF  WiLLIAM  WtNN,  DBCBA8ED. 

Where  eereral  parties  set  up  conflicting  claims  to  property,  with  which  a  special 
tribimal  may  deal,  as  between  one  party  and  the  Govemment,  regardless  of  the 
rights  of  others,  the  latter  may  come  into  the  ordinary  coarts  of  justice,  and  liti- 
gate the  conflicting  claims. 

Therefore,  in  a  case  where  the  register  and  receiver  of  public  lands  hare  been 
imposed  upon  by  ex  parte  afSdavits,  and  the  patent  has  been  obtained  by  ono 
having  no  interest  secured  to  him  in  virtue  of  the  pre-emption  laws,  to  the  de- 
stmetion  of  another's  right  who  had  a  preference  of  entry  which  he  preferred 
and  exerted  in  due  form,  but  which  right  was  defeated  by  fialse  swearing  and 
frandulent  contrivance  brought  about  by  him  to  whom  the  patent  was  awarded— 
in  snch  a  case,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  justice  is  not  ontted  1^  the  reg- 
ulations of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land  Office. 

This  case  was  brought  up  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ar- 
kansas, by  writ  of  error  issued  under  the  25th  section  of  the 
judiciary  act. 

It  was  submitted  on  printed  arguments,  by  Mr.  Bradley  and 
Mr.  Watkins  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Pike  for  the 
defendant  in  error. 

The  controversy  referred  to  the  northeast  quarter  of  section 

18,  in  township  16  south,  ran^e  25  west  of  the  fifth  principal 

meridian,  south  of  Red  river,  in  the  county  of  Lafavette. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  ot  the  court 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Wynn,  who  alleged  that  he  would  have 

S>t  a  patent  but  for  Garland's  proving  a  pre-emption  right  in 
e  land,  under  the  act  of  1830,  to  exist  in  Hemphill.  After 
various  proceedinffs,  the  Circuit  Court  (State  court)  decreed 
against  Wynn.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  reversed  this 
decree,  and  ordered  Garland  to  convey  the  land  in  question  to 
W;^nn,  upon  payment  of  two  hundred  dollars,  with  interest; 
or  in  case  of  neglect,  that  the  decree  should  stand  as  a  couvey- 
ance,  kc. 
From  this  decree.  Garland  appealed  to  this  court 
The  principal  points  of  law  involved  in  the  argument  were: 
Ist,  whether  or  not  Wynn  could  interpose  between  the  United 
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8Ukt60  and  the  patentee;  and,  2d,  whether  the  decieion  of  the 
officers  of  the  land  office  was  not  conclusive  upon  all  persons 
except  the  United  States,  and  upon  them  also  until  the  patent 
was  vacated  by  regular  judicial  authority. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

In  November,  1842,  William  Wy nn  (the  complainant  below) 
proved  that  he  had  a  preference  of  entry  to  the  quarter  section 
of  land  in  dispute,  according  to  the  act  of  1888,  and  his  entry 
was  allowed. 

In  February,  1843,  Samuel  Hemphill  made  proof  that  he 
had  a  ri^ht  of  pre-emption  to  the  same  land,  unaer  the  act  of 
Ma^r  26ui,  1880.  The  two  claims  coming  in  conflict,  it  was 
decided  by  the  re^ster  and  receiver  at  the  local  land  office, 
that  Hemphill  had  the  earlier  and  better  right  to  enter  the 
land;  and  in  this  decision  the  Commissioner  of  the  General 
Land  Office  concurred. 

Wynn's  entry  beine  the  oldest,  it  was  set  aside,  his  pur- 
chase-money refunded,  and  a  patent  certificate  was  awarded 
to  Samuel  Hemphill,  who  assigned  it  to  Garland,  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  to  whom  the  patent  issued.  The  benefit  of  the  patent 
was  decreed  to  Wy  nn  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas ;  to 
reverse  which  decree,  Ghirland  prosecutes  his  writ  of  error  out 
of  this  court. 

It  appears,  from  the  allegations  and  evidence,  that  Garland 
procured  the  proo6,  and  was  in  fact  the  principal  in  obtain- 
ing a  preference  of  entry  in  the  name  of  Hemphill,  and  in 
causing  Wynnes  elder  entry  to  be  vacated;  that  the  whole 
proceeding,  on  the  part  of  Garland  and  Hemphill,  was  a  mere 
imposition  on  the  officers  administering  the  public  lands;  that 
Hemphill  never  had  anv  improvement  on  the  northeast  quartei 
of  section  18,  but  that  his  improvement  was  on  the  northwest 
quarter  of  section  17,  which  tuiioins  the  quarter  section  in  con- 
troversy ;  and  that  Garland  induced  the  witnesses,  who  made 
the  proof  before  the  register  and  receiver  to  establish  Hemp- 
hill's preference  of  entry,  to  confound  the  quarter  sections  and 
their  dividing  lines,  and  misrepresented  the  extent  of  the 
cleared  land  occupied  by  Hemphill  in  1829  and  1830;  so  that 
the  witnesses  ignorantly  swore  that  the  improvement  and  cul- 
tivation were  in  part  on  the  northeast  quarter  of  section  18, 
which  was  wholly  untrue ;  and  by  which  false  swearing  Wynn'a 
entry  was  set  aside,  and  Garland  obtained  a  patent  of  the  land. 

Ghkiland  insists,  by  an  amended  answer  in  the  nature  of  a 
distinct  plea,  that,  b^  the  law  of  the  land,  the  Circuit  Court 
had  no  authority  or  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  or  correct  the  de- 
cision of  the  register  and  receiver;  and  that  their  adjudication 
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and  judgment  in  granting  and  allowing  the  pre-emption  righti 
to  and  in  the  name  of  Samuel  Hemphill  was  final  and  condu- 
eive,  and  cannot  be  inquired  into,  or  m  any  manner  questioned, 
modified,  or  set  aside. 

This  matter  was  put  in  issue;  and  the  court  below,  when  it 
decreed  for  the  complainant,  necessarily  decided  against  the 
bar  to  relief  set  up  and  claimed  under  an  authority  of  the 
United  States. 

The  question  is,  have  the  courts  of  justice  power  to  examine 
a  contested  claim  to  a  right  of  entry  under  the  pre-emption 
laws,  and  to  overrule  the  decision  of  the  register  and  receiver, 
confirmed  by  the  Commissioner,  in  a  case  where  they  have 
been  imposed  upon  by  ex  parte  afiidavits,  and  the  patent  has 
been  obtained  by  one  having  no  interest  secured  to  him  in 
virtue  of  the  pre-emption  laws,  to  the  destruction  of  another's 
right,  who  had  a  preference  of  entry,  which  he  preferred  and 
exerted  in  due  form,  but  which  right  was  defeated  by  false 
swearing  and  fraudulent  contrivance  brought  about  by  him 
to  whom  the  patent  was  awarded? 

The  general  rule  is,  that  where  several  parties  set  up  con- 
flicting claims  to  property,  with  which  a  special  tribunal  may 
deal,  as  between  one  par^  and  the  Government,  regardless  of 
the  rights  of  others,  the  latter  may  come  into  the  ordinary 
courts  of  justice,  and  litigate  the  conflicting  claims.  Such  was 
the  case  of  Comegys  i?.  Vasse,  (1  Peters,  212,)  and  the  case 
before  us  belongs  to  the  same  class  of  ex  parte  proceedings ;  nor 
do  the  regulations  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  General  Land 
Office,  whereby  a  party  may  be  heard  to  prove  his  better  claim  to 
enter,  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  justice.  We  an- 
nounce this  to  be  the  settled  doctrine  of  this  court. 

It  was,  in  efiect,  so  held  in  the  case  of  Lytle  v.  The  State  of 
Arkansas,  (9  How.^  828 ;)  next,  in  the  case  of  Cunningham  v. 
Ashley,  (14  How. ;)  and  again  in  the  case  of  Bernard  i;.  Ashley, 
(18  How.,  44.) 

It  is  ordered  that  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ar- 
kansas be  in  all  things  affirmed. 


Jambs  R.  Jones,  Charles  C.  Jones,  William  G.  Gorman, 
Robert  Lott,  John  Tippin,  Matthew  T.  Tippin,  and  John 
R.  Tallt,  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  v.  Catherine  McMasters, 

BT  HER  NEXT  FRIEND,  MaNUEL  YbARBA. 

Where  a  person  was  bom  at  Goliad,  then  in  the  State  of  Goahnila  and  Texas, 
being  a  pari  of  the  Repablic  of  Mexico,  which  place  was  also  the  domicil  of  h«t 
father  and  mother  until  their  deaths,  and  was  removed  at  the  age  of  fonr  jeait, 
before  the  declaration  of  Texan  independence,  to  Matamoras,  in  Mexico,  this  p«» 
■on  is  an  alien,  and  c%n  sue  in  the  coart^  of  the  United  States. 
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H«c  allegpance  remained  unchanged,  unless  by  her  election,  which  it  was  incum- 
bent on  the  opposite  partj  to  show. 

According  to  general  principles,  mere  alienage  did  not  forfeit  a  title  to  land  ia 
Texas;  and  although  the  Constitution  of  Texas  provided  that  do  alien  should 
hold  land  in  Texas,  except  by  title  emanating  directly  from  the  Government  of 
that  Republic,  yet  it  was  afterwards  declared  that  the  Legislature  should,  by 
law,  provide  a  method  for  determining  what  lands  may  have  been  forfeited  ( i 
escheated. 

in  the  absence  of  such  a  legislative  provision,  a  title  emanating  from  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Mexico,  anterior  to  Texan  independence,  is  not  forfeited. 

In  a  court  of  law,  where  a  grant  from  the  Government  is  in  regular  form,  it  is 
not  f  roper  to  inquire  into  the  voidability  of  the  grant  from  equitable  consider- 
anon}. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Texas. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Siale  for  the  plaintifls  in  error,  and  by 
Mr.  Hughes  for  the  defendant. 

The  principal  question'  in  the  case  was,  whether  Catherine 
McMasters  was  a  citizen  of  Mexico  or  of  Texas.  The  argu- 
ments of  the  counsel  upon  this  point  were  as  follows  : 

Mr.  Hole's  first  point  was  this  : 

The  District  Court  should  not  have  sustained  the  demurrer 
to  the  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  pleaded  by  John  R.  Tally.  It 
appeared  by  the  allegations  of  that  plea  that  the  plaintiff  was, 
at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  suit,  a  citizen  of  the  State 
of  Texas.  The  Constitution  of  the  Republic  of  Texas  declared 
that  "all  persons  (Africans,  the  descendants  of  Africans,  and 
Indians,  exceptech  who  were  residing  in  Texas  on  the  day  of 
the  declaration  or  independence,  shall  be  considered  citizens 
of  the  Republic,  and  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  of  such." 
^Const  Rep.  Gen.  Prov.,  sec.  10;  Hart.  Dig.,  p.  38.)  And  the 
incorporation  of  the  Republic  of  Texas  into  the  Union,  "  on 
an  equal  footing  with  the  original  States  in  every  respect," 
necessarily  converted  the  citizens  of  the  Republic  of  Texas 
into  citizens  of  the  State  of  Texas  and  of  the  United  States. 

goint  Resolution  for  annexing  Texas  to  the  United  States, 
arch  1,  1846,  5  Stat,  at  L.,  797 ;  act  of  Dec.  29, 1845,  6  Stat 
at  L.,  1.)  It  follows,  that  any  person  who,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  Republic,  resided  in  Texas  at  the  time 
of  the  declaration  of  independence,  and  continued  thus  to  be 
a  citizen  of  the  Republic  until  the  period  of  annexation  to  the 
United  States,  became  thereby  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Texas, 
and  was  not  competent  to  bring  a  suit,  in  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States,  against  other  citizens  of  the  same  State. 
The  only  point  which  preRoiits  .;•  y  ditticultv  is  in  relation  to 
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the  meaning  of  the  phrase,  <'  who  were  residing  in  Tesas,'*  need 
in  the  Constitution  of  the  Republic.  There  can  be  little  donbt, 
however,  that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  intended  this 
phrase  to  be  equivalent  to  the  corresponding  one,  '^who  had 
their  domicil  in  Texas,"  and  did  not  design  to  deprive  of 
their  citizenship  those  who  were  physically  absent  from  the 
country.  Many  of  the  most  respectable  and  deserving  resi- 
dents of  Texas  were  not,  personally,  within  the  limits  of  the 
Republic  at  the  date  of  the  declaration  of  independence. 
They  had  been  forced  to  leave  the  country,  temporarily,  b^ 
the  advance  of  the  Mexican  army ;  they  had  accompanied  then* 
suffering  families  to  the  refuge  offered  by  the  United  States, 
on  the  eastern  bank  of  the  Sabine ;  they  had  been  sent  on 
missions  by  the  General  Council,  to  arouse  the  sympathies  of 
the  Western  States ;  they  had  returned  to  their  former  homes, 
to  bring  their  wives  and  children,  left  there  during  hostilities, 
to  the  counti^^  now  redeemed  by  their  arms.  The  history  and 
legal  annals  of  Texas  are  filled  with  examples.  (Yoakum's 
History  of  Texas,  vol.  H,  pp.  34,  36,  118,  125,  176,  181;  Or- 
dinances of  Gen.  Council,  pp.  62,  56,  56,  58;  Republic  v. 
Younff,  Dallam,  464;  The  State  v.  Skidmore,  5  Tex.,  469; 
Russell  V.  Randolph,  11  Tex.,  464-*6.)  It  could  not  be  intended 
by  the  Constitution  of  the  new  State,  then  in  need  of  citizens, 
and  anxious  to  attract  them,  to  disfranchise  such  persons  by  a 
rigorous  and  literal  application  of  the  term  "resident."  And 
this  conclusion  is  confirmed  by  the  established  meaning  of  this 
term.  (Lambe  v.  Smith,  16  Mees.  and  W.,  434;  ilylton  t?. 
Brown,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  R.,  314;  Blanchard  v.  Stearns,  5  Met., 
303;  Crawford  v.  Wilson,  4  Barb.,  522.)  It  is  true  that  in 
some  instances,  especially  in  cases  arising  under  attachment 
laws,  it  has  been  said  that  residence  and  domicil  were  not  al- 
ways equivalent  terms,  and  that  a  citizen  domiciliated  in  one 
State,  might  have  a  temporary  residence  in  another.  But 
these  decisions  were  based  entirely  upon  the  consideration  of 
the  object  and  intention  of  the  particular  statutes  which  were 
then  to  be  interpreted,  and  do  not  deny  that  in  other  statutes, 
havinff  a  more  enlarged  purpose,  the  two  terms  would  be  re- 

farded  as  identical.  Strictly  speaking,  the  mere  fact  of  in- 
abitancy  does  not  constitute  a  domicil;  the  intention  of 
remaining  must  also  exist;  but  it  follows,  from  this  very  rule, 
that  a  domicil  implies  and  presupposes  a  residence,  and  that 
one  who  had  his  domicil  in  the  Republic  of  Texas,  necessarily 
resided  there— legally,  if  not  physically.  The  position  here 
assumed  is  strengthened  by  the  fact,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
declaration  of  independence  of  Texas,  the  western  portion  of 
the  new  Republic  was  filled  with  the  military  forces  and  poltt 
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iettl  adherents  of  the  invader.  It  would  be  the  height  of  ab* 
flvrdity  to  suppose  that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  designed 
to  convert  the  troops  and  the  supporters  of  Santa  Anna,  then 
actually  within  Texas,  and  with  a  literal  residence  in  the 
country,  into  citizens  of  the  revolutionaiy  Government. 

If,  then,  the  Constitution  of  the  Republic  of  Texas  conferred 
citisenship  upon  those  who  had  their  domicil  in  the  country 
at  the  time  of  the  declaration  of  independence,  it  will  follow 
that  Catherine  McMasters  was  a  citizen  of  the  Republic.  It 
appeared  by  the  allegations  of  the  plea  that  the  domicil  of  her 
birth  or  origin  was  in  Texas,  at  the  town  of  Goliad,  and  that 
domicil  certainly  continues  until  another  is  acquired.  (Som- 
erville  v.  Somerville,  5  Vesey,  787 ;  Monro  v.  Monro,  7  CI.  and 
Fin.,  876;  Mascard  de  Prob.  concl.  85,  No.  1.)  To  acquire 
another  domicil,  an  intention  to  abandon  the  domicil  of  origin 
must  exist.  (Monro  v.  Monro,  7  CI.  and  Fin.,  891.)  And  an 
absence  of  fifteen  or  twenty  years  is  not  in  itself,  without  proof 
of  such  intention,  sufficient  to  forfeit  the  original  domicil. 
(Merlin,  Repert  Domicile,  §  2 ;  Dalloz,  Diet.  Gen.  Domicile,  § 
1,  If  08. 9 — 18.)  In  the  case  of  Saint  Germain,  absent  in  India  for 
forty-five  years,  it  was  decided  that  such  absence,  without  proof 
of  his  intention  to  abandon  his  residence  in  France,  did  not 
divest  him  of  his  domicil.  (Dalloz,  Jur.  Gen.,  vol.  6,  pp.  383-'4.) 
The  intention  or  (xnimuSy  thus  essential  to  the  acquisition  of  a 
new  domicil,  must  be  a  legal  and  disposing  will,  and  the  volun- 
tary act  of  a  mind  capable  in  law  of  acting.  It  can  onlv  bo 
evinced  by  a  person  am  juris.  (Somerville  v.  Somerville,  5 
Vee.,  787;  Guier  v.  O'Daniel  &  Young,  note  to  1  Binn.,  849. 
852.)  And,  a  foriioriy  an  infant  or  cbud  cannot  be  capable  of 
such  an  intention.  Nam  infanSy  ei  qui  infanti  proxirmis  esty  non 
muUum  afurioso  diatat  (Inst,  m,  19,  10.)  A  minor,  without 
parents  or  legal  tutor,  can  therefore  never  lose  or  abandon 
propria  marie  the  domicil  of  origin.  (Story  Confl.  Laws,  §  46, 
fiOe,  note;  1  Burge  Comm.  Col.  Law,  38,  89;  Pothier,  Cout 
ct'Orleans,  Ch.  1,  sec.  1,  Nos.  12 — 18;  ed.  de  Brugnet,  vol.  1,  p. 
6;  Desduitz  de  St.  Pierre  v.  Revel,  Sirey,  85,  p.  2, 556.)  And 
tlm  principle  has  been  repeatedly  recognised  m  the  decisions 
of  the  Bopreme  Court  of  Louisiana — a  coun  the  most  conversant 
with  such  questions.  (Robbins  v.  Weeks,  5  Mart.  N.  S.,  879; 
Suoceseion  of  M.  J.  Robert,  2  Rob.  La.  R.,  485-'6.)  It  is  true 
that  the  surviving  father  or  mother,  that  is  to  say,  the  natural 
tutor,  may  change,  at  will,  the  domicil  of  the  minor,  and  trans- 
Ibr  it  to  a  different  country ;  (Potinger  v.  Wightman,  8  Mer., 
67,  79 ;)  but  this  power  does  not  extend  to  a  mere  friend,  or  to 
a  person  assuming,  without  the  direct  authority  of  law,  the 
•astody  of  the  minor's  person.    (Robbins  v.  Weeks,  5  Mart 
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N.  S.,  879.)  These  rules  are  well  explained  by  J.  Voety  in  hia 
Commeijitaries  on  the  Pandects,  (Lib.  V,  tit.  I,  No.  100,)  where 
he  says,  ^'  Ut  enim  havd  difficUiter  admUtendum  git  minor ermem  rum 
magis  posse  domieilium  mutare  quam  cantrdhmdo  se  obUgare, 
tamen  qUemadmodum  contrahere  (metore  tuiore  permissum  d  esi^ 
Uaque  et  domieilium  cum  patre  matreve^  iarvgmm  tutdx  ejus  out 
saUem  editcationi  prceposiia^  tuioribus  cceteris  rum  coniradicentilmsy 
mutare  nihil  vetat.'*  It  is  because  the  authority  of  the  tutor 
supplies  the  defect  of  legal  capacity  or  volition  in  the  minor, 
that  the  latter  acquires  tne  domicil  to  which  he  accompanies 
the  guardian;  but  as  the  authority  of  the  delegated  or  ap- 
pointed tutor  ceases  when  he  removes  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
country,  (Johnstone  v.  Beattie,  10  CI.  and  Fin.,  42, 87, 118, 148,) 
only  the  natural  guardian — ^the  parent  of  the  minor,  whose 
power  remains  unimpaired — can  change  the  domicil  of  his 
ward  to  a  new  country.  (School  Directors  v.  James,  2  Watts 
and  8.,  568, 572^  These  principles  are  substantiallv  recomised 
in  the  case  of  Hardy  c.  De  Leon.  (6  Tex.,  284-'8.)  Sylvester 
De  Leon  resided  in  Texas  at  the  date  of  the  declaration  of 
independence;  in  1888,  he  was  removed  by  the  military 
authorities  of  the  country  to  Louisiana,  where  his  son,  Fran- 
cisco Santiago  De  Leon,  was  born ;  the  wife  of  Sylvester  died ; 
the  family  then  removed  to  Tamaulipas,  and  the  children  were 
left  in  the  care  of  their  gi-andmother,  while  Sylvester  returned 
to  Texas ;  after  a  short  visit,  he  again  went  to  Tamaulipas,  with 
the  intention  of  returning  to  Texas  with  his  children,  but  was 
killed  on  the  road.  Francisco,  his  youngest  son,  however, 
came  to  Texas,  and  lived  at  Goliad ;  and  in  a  suit  commenced 
in  his  name,  it  was  pleaded  by  the  defendants  that  he  was  an 
alien  enemy.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Texas  held  that  the 
plaintiff's  father,  Sylvester  De  Leon,  had  never  lost  his  citizen- 
ship in  Texas ;  and  if  he  had,  or  if  his  citizenship  did  not  attach 
to  his  infant  son,  born  in  Louisiana,  still  the  domicil  of  origin, 
acquired  by  the  birth  of  Francisco  in  Louisiana,  could  not  be 
forfeited  by  his  removal,  during  minority,  and  without  his  own 
volition,  to  Mexico. 

The  case  made  by  the  present  plea  in  abatement  is  stronger 
than  that  of  Hardy  v.  De  Leon.  Catherine  McMaaters  was 
a  child,  less  than  five  years  of  age,  at  the  time  of  her  removal 
from  the  domicil  of  her  parents  and  of  her  own  birth,  in 
Texas,  to  a  foreign  country.  Her  parents  were  both  dead ; 
she  has  had  no  recognised  tutor,  nor  has  she  been  emancipated 
by  marriage;  she  was  removed  by  the  family  of  Manuel  Sa- 
briego,  with  which  she  has  continued  ro  reside ;  and.  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  family,  which  she  thus  acccompanied,  had 
any  legal  authority  whatever  to  control  her  course  iu  Ufei.oi 
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decide  on  her  domicil.  It  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to 
have  repelled  the  leral  presumption  arising  from  these  facts, 
by  a  replication  to  the  plea,  and  the  demurrer  should  have 
been  overruled. 

These  views  are  confirmed  by  a  recent  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Texas,  made  at  Tyler,  in  1857,  in  the  case 
of  Wheeler  r.  Hollis.  fSee  manuscript  opinion.)  In  the 
course  of  this  decision,  aner  referring  to  the  doubt  as  to  the 
general  authority  of  a  ^ardian  to  cnange  the  domicil  of  his 
ward,  the  court  states  its  conclusion  to  be,  that  a  mother  is 
not  deprived,  by  her  second  marriage,  of  the  natural  ri^ht  of 
controlling  the  person  of  her  child,  and  determining  its  future 
home ;  but  that  this  power  does  not  extend  to  the  mere  leral 
guardian,  after  the  death  of  both  parents,  nor  authorize  the 
mother,  even  as  natural  guardian,  to  change  the  domicil  of 
the  child,  to  the  injury  of  its  interests  or  the  forfeiture  of  its 
property.  "  When  an  infani  has  no  parents^  the  lawj  it  is  true^ 
remits  him  to  his  domicU  of  origin  or  to  the  last  domicil  of  his  por 
rents.  But  when  he  has  a  surviving  mother,  it  is  dijfficultto 
•perceive  the  justice  or  propriety  there  would  be  in  not  per- 
mitting her  to  make  her  domicil  that  of  her  children.''  "  In 
other  communities,  it  may  not  be  unusual  for  children,  who 
have  parents,  to  have  .others  appointed  their  guardians;  and 
then  it  may  be  truly  said  that  the  ward  is  not  naturally  or  ne- 
cessarily a  part  of  the  guardian's  family  ;*'  *^  and  so  it  may  be  saia 
where  the  ward  has  no  parent*'  And  the  court  cites  the  opinion 
of  Ch.  J.  Gibson  in  School  Directors  v.  James,  2  W.  and  8.,  568, 
•with  approbation,  and  affirms  the  rule,  that  "whatever  may 
be  the  power  of  the  guardian  over  the  person  and  property  of 
the  ward,  he  cannot  exercise  it  so  as  to  injure  the  ward  himself 
The  very  end  and  purpose  of  his  office  is  protection,  and  there  is 
no  ima^nable  case  in  which  the  law  makes  it  an  instrument  of 
injury  by  implication."  It  is  evident,  from  this  decision,  that 
Sabne^o  had  no  power  to  remove  the  iniant  plaintiff  from  the 
domicil  of  origin  for  any  reason,  much  less  to  make  such  remo- 
val when  it  would  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  minor's  lands  in  Texas. 

This  part  of  the  case,  however,  can  be  put  upon  higher 
ground.  The  principles  of  the  Spanish  law,  and  not  the 
law  of  nations  or  of  nature,  controlled  the  political  rights  of 

Persons  under  both  the  Republics  of  Mexico  and  of  Texas. 
*he  jurisprudence  of  Spain  in  relation  to  questions  of  citizen- 
ship was  strictly  and  perhaps  too  exclusively  national  in  its 
spirit  It  admitted  of  no  divided  allegiance;  it  suffered  no 
expatriation  from  the  native  soil.  The  domicil  of  the  origin 
.  fixed  the  political  rights  and  duties  of  the  subject  and  citizen 
^orever.     "  By  law,  no  one  can  denaturalize  himself."     (Part 


H  SUPREME  COURT. 

Jc$m  if  02.  T  JUMmUn. 

n,  X8,  29 ;  Part  IV,  24-'5.)  And  A^ila  y  Boxaa,  in  hie  excd 
lent  notes  to  bis  grandfather's  treatise  on  the  conflict  of  laws 
in  relation  to  entailments,  sums  up  the  whole  doctrine  in  thi 
paragraph :  '^  Originariua  hujus  Begniy  qui  in  aJmi  se  trojisiiidu 
non  amiUU  originemy  quia  qiumadmoaum  patrem  rmUare  Twn  possii- 
muSj  ita  nee  patriam:  pro  qua  videndi  qui  hanc  smientiam  sequuti" 
tUTy  Bart,  in  L.  Assumptio  in  princ.  n.  ad  MuDcipal;  Sozin.  in 
cap.  licet  ratione  ult.  nnm.  52,  de  for.  compet;  Sanchez  de 
Matrim  lib.  3,  disp.  23,  num.  4;  Barbos.  in  L.  H»res  absens 
§  Proinde  n.  24  and  6,  26,  41,  87,  102,  and  130,  cum  seq.  de 
Judic. ;  Henoch,  cons.  1076  a  num.  3,  and  cons.  600,  num.  7, 
and  cons.  80,  num.  10,  and  seq.  and  cons.  112,  n.  61;  Pose. 
de  vir.  pat.  potest.  8.  cap.  2,  n.  31 ;  Peregrin,  cons.  55 ;  Mom- 
vjel  Barbos.  ad  Ordin.  Portugal,  lib.  2,  tit.  66,  in  princ.  num. 
2;  CiarUn.  Controv.  for.  cap.  149,  vbi  degam  ratio  ibi:  quia 
statim  atque  natus  est  patria,  illi  hypothecatus  est;  Vid.  D. 
Amaya  in  L.  7  c.  in  col.  num.  32  and  seq. ;  Oarleval.  de  Ju- 
dic. tit.  1,  disp.  2,  num.  124;  Surd.  cons.  560,  num.  5;  (Mi. 
Pereyra  in  Resp.  nro  D.  Joan,  de  Tassis  n.  9."  (See  Aguila 
y  Roxas,  Additse  Qusest,  P.  HI,  ch.  1,  no.  8 ;  Notes  of  Greg* 
Lopez  to  Part.  IV,  24-'5.J  The  political  existence  of  Cathe- 
rine McMasters  was  attacned  to  the  soil,  and,  in  the  language 
of  Ciarlina  above  cited,  she  was  mortgaged  to  it  as  her  conn- 
try.  She  might  lose  her  rights  of  property  by  absence,  or  her 
civil  privileges  by  disuse ;  but  the  Republic  of  Texas  could 
not  suffer  her  to  sacrifice  the  political  duties  which  wedded 
her  to  the  country  of  her  birth — much  less  allow  a  self-i^ 
pointed  guardian  to  sever  this  infant,  without  power  or  fi««- 
dom  of  choice,  from  her  natural  mother. 

Mr.  Hughes  : 

I.  This  plea  shows  that  plaintiff  below  did  not  reside  in 
Texas  at  the  day  of  the  declaration  of  indepeudence,  but  was 
then  residing  in  Matamoras,  or  elsewhere  in  Mexico.  And 
we  would  say  that  this  settles  the  question,  for  a  prima  fa4ne 
case,  to  say  the  least,  is  made,  showing  that  she  was  not  a 
eitiMn  of  the  Republic. 

The  declaration  of  the  Constitution  of  the  Republic  is,  "All 
p^vons  (Africans  excepted,  &c.)  who  were  residing  in  Texas 
on  the  day  of  the  declaration  of  independence,  shall  be  con- 
sidered  citizens  of  the  Republic,  and  entitled  to  all  the  privileges 
of  such." — Const,  of  Rep.,  Qen.  Prov.,  aeo.  10,  Uart.  Dig.,  n.  88. 

But,  to  avoid  the  eflfect  of  this  provision,  it  is  contended  that 
the  word  *^  residing,"  in  the  connection  it  is  found,  should  be 
construed  the  same  as  ^^domicil ;"  and  to  show  that  there  might 
oe  a  domicil,  without  a  continued  actual  residence,  numerous 
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authorities  will  no  doubt  be  referred  to — ^all  of  which,  as  be* 
fore  stated,  will  be  admitted  to  be  good  law;  but  tbej  do  not 
meet  the  case.  For  it  is  manifest  that  the  Convention  which 
framed  the  Constitution  did  not  intend  to  indicate  ^^domicil" 
by  the  language  used;  and  the  error,  if  error  there  be,  in  the 
premises  or  conclusions  of  counsel,  is  in  supposing  that  onl^ 
Dj  virtue  of  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  cited,  was  it 
declared  who  were  citizens  of  Texas  and  who  were  not.  We 
suppose  the  provision  inserted  was  so  inserted  for  tiie  purpose 
of  providing  for  a  cluss  of  persons  who,  upon  general  priadp 
pies,  miffht  not  be  citizens  of  the  new  Republic.  There  were 
and  could  not  have  been  otherwise  than  great  numbers  of 
persons,  within  the  limits  of  Texas,  who  hM.  not  become  citi<> 
zena,  and  all  saeh  it  was  intended  to  make  citizens.  This  will 
appear  from  an  examination  of  the  .other  provisions  of  the 
same  10th  section  and  other  sections  of  the  Constitution. 
But,  a^n,  had  the  word  '^  domicil ''  been  used  instead  of 
''residing,''  there  would  have  been  something  in  the  argu- 
ment IDomicil  does  not  necessarily  indicate  residence,  for 
fhe  authorities  show,  that  though  domicil  may  be  accompanied 
vnth  residence,  it  is  not  always  so;  but  there  may  be  domicil 
without  actual  residence.  Kesidence  does  not  always  indi- 
cate domicil. 

If  it  had  been  the  intention  to  make  a  declaration  which  was 
to  determine  as  to  all  persons  who  should  be  citizens  of  the 
Republic,  some  other  term  would  have  been  used ;  but  the  use 
of  the  expression  inserted  shows  that  there  might  be  other  per- 
sons who  were  citizens,  besides  those  provided  for — ^those,  for 
instance,  who  had  beein,  and  up  to  the  day  of  the  declaration  of 
independence  continued  to  be,  citizens  of  the  State  of  Coahuila 
and  Texas,  residing  in  Texas,  but  who  might  be  temporarily 
absent  from  the  State,  on  business  of  the  country,  &c. 

Transient  persons,  however,  were  not  provided  for,  as  they 
ahould  not  have  been.  The  Mexican  army  in  the  west  spoken 
of,  who  came  to  subjugate  Texas,  being  all  transient,  could 
not  come  within  the  language  '^  residing.'' 

This  question  will  now  be  viewed  in  its  true  character,  noz 
as  a  mere  question  of  domestic  domicil,  but  in  that  more  im- 
portant, as  a  question  of  national  character. 

The  plea  shows  that  Catherine  McMasters  was,  from  the  time 
of  her  birth  up  to  about  the  age  of  four  years,  domiciled  in 
Goliad,  the  place  of  her  birth,  but  removed  therefrom  by  those 
under  whose  charge  she  was,  to  Matamoras,  before  the  decla- 
ration of  independence.  She  then  was  a  native  Mexican, 
owing  allegiance  to  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  When  she  was 
removed,  u  revolution  had  commenced,  and  was  subsequently 
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perfected  by  the  declaration  of  independence.  It  will  not  be 
<][ne8tioned,  it  is  presumed,  that  after  the  close  of  the  revolu- 
tion, those  who  had  participated  in  the  struggle  on  either  side, 
by  reason  of  their  adherence  to  Texas  or  to  Mexico,  were 
either  Mexicans  or  Texans,  as  they  adhered  to  the  one  side 
or  the  other.  But  how  was  it  with  others,  who  by  no  act  of 
adherence  had  made  an  election  ?  It  has  been  contended  for 
plaintiff  in  error,  that  this  was  settled  by  the  domicil  of  each 
individual:  if  within  Texas,  then  they  were  Texans;  if  in 
Mexico,  then  they  were  Mexicans.  And  in  this  particular, 
Catherine  McMasters,  being  a  minor,  and  incapable  of  will, 
though  removed  beyond  the  limits  of  Texas  before  independ- 
ence was  declared,  did  not  forfeit  the  domicil  of  her  birth, 
that  of  her  parents,  and  was  a  Texan.  When  reasoning  as 
to  domicil,  this  may  all  be  well  enough;  but,  as  before  in- 
timated, we  are  speaking  of  national  character,  under  particu- 
lar circumstances;  and  this,  in  the  circumstances  in  which 
Oatherine  McMasters  stood,  depended  on  election.  If  she  had 
remained  in  Texas,  she  would  have  been  regarded  as  a  Texan 
citizen.  But  having  been  removed  to  Mexico,  she  thereby 
adhered  to  Mexico,  though  she  had  no  will  on  the  subject ;  but 
being  a  minor,  not  having  power  to  make  an  election,  she  had 
time  until  majority  to  make  such  election ;  and  when  made,  she 
would  be  a  citizen  of  that  State  to  which  she  adhered ;  but  in 
the  mean  time  she  could  be  considered  in  no  other  light  than 
a  citizen  of  Mexico.  These  principles  have  been  recognised 
in  this  court,  and  applied  to  a  case  occurring  during  our  revo- 
lution. 

A  native-born  American,  resident  in  New  York,  united  him 
self  to  the  English  forces  in  possession  of  New  York,  and  ad- 
hered throughout  the  struggle  to  the  British  side,  and  went  off 
witli  the  British  forces,  and  died  in  the  British  dominions.  His 
son,  born  in  New  York,  was  taken  with  him,  and  continued 
under  his  charge.  This  son  afterwards  claimed  an  estate  by 
descent,  and  it  was  determined  that  he  was  an  alien,  and  could 
not  take  by  descent;  and  in  delivering  the  judgnaent  of  the 
30urt,  Mr.  Justice  Thompson  says:  "John  Inglis,  if  bom  be- 
fore the  declaration  of  independence,  must  have  been  very 
young  at  that  time,  and  incapable  of  making  an  election  for 
himself;  but  he  must,  after  such  a  lapse  of  time,  be  taken  to 
have  adopted  and  ratified  the  choice  made  for  him  by  his  fa- 
ther, and  still  to  retain  the  character  of  a  British  subject,  and 
never  to  have  become  an  American  citizen,  if  his  father  was 
to  be  so  considered.  He  was  taken  from  this  country  by  his 
fother  before  the  treaty  of  peace,  and  has  continued  ever 
since  to  reside  within  the  British  dominions,  without  signify 
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ing  aoy  dissent  to  the  election  made  for  him ;  and  this  ratifi* 
cation  as  to  all  his  rights  mnst  relate  back,  and  have  the  same 
^ect  and  operation  as  if  the  election  had  been  made  by  him 
at  that  time." 

Again:  *^The  British  doctrine  therefore  is,  that  the  Ameri* 
can  anJte  noJij  by  remaining  in  America  after  the  treaty  of  peace, 
lost  dieir  character  of  Bntish  sabjects.  And  our  doctrine  is, 
that  by  withdrawing  from  the  country  and  adherinff  to  the 
British  Government,  they  lost,  or  perhaps,  more  properly  speak- 
ing, never  acquiredy  the  character  of  American  citizens.'' — ^Inglis 
rTrhe  Sailors'  Snug  Harbor,  8  Peters,  122-'8. 

And  this  is  the  case  which  shows  the  distinction  between 
mere  questions  of  domestic  domicil  and  the  more  important 
questions  as  to  national  character.  In  the  former,  the  question 
of  domicil  of  a  minor  is  settled  by  that  of  his  father,  or  the  last 
of  the  &ti^er,  when  he  is  dead ;  while  in  the  latter,  t^e  national 
character  depends  upon  election,  whether  the  party  be  adult 
or  minor,  though  the  act  of  the  father  making  his  election  may 
operate  an  election  for  the  son,  if  his  dissent  be  not  made  in 
due  time. 

But  did  Catherine  McMasters  either  show  a  dissent  or  an 
election  to  become  a  Mexican,  instead  of  a  Texan?  It  will  be 
seen,  by  an  examination  of  the  plea  in  question,  that  she  was 
about  four  years  of  age  when  she  was  removed  by  Manuel 
Sabriego  to  Matamoras,  before  the  declaration  of  mdepend- 
ence,  in  March,  1886 ;  she  was  therefore  of  age  eighteen  years 
afterwards,  in  the  year  1858.  We  have  no  evidence  of  a  dis- 
sent to  tiie  act  of  removal  by  Sabriego,  or  of  an  election  to 
become  a  citLsen  of  Texas ;  and  upon  the  principles  established 
in  the  case  referred  to  in  this  court,  it  must  be  presumed  that 
she  ratified  the  act  of  her  friend,  and  remained  a  citizen  of 
Mexico,  and  was  so  by  relation  from  the  time  of  removal  and 
the  declaration.  But  the  plea  is  contradictory  in  regard  to  ti^e 
age  of  Catherine  McMasters,  for  after  the  statement  of  her  age 
before  the  declaration  of  independence,  it  is  in  another  part 
alleged  that  she  was  a  minor  at  the  time  of  filing  said  plea  in 
1854.  This  matter  of  the  age  is  material ;  and  if  the  contradic- 
tion is  to  have  effect  at  all,  one  averment  destroys  the  other,  and 
then  there  is  no  good  plea,  for  the  want  of  material  averments* 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States,  possessing  Circuit  Court  powers,  held  in  and  for  the 
district  of  Texas. 

This  suit  was  brought  in  the  court  below  by  Catherine  Mo- 
Masters,  to  recover  the  possession  of  a  tract  of  land  lying  in  the 
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connly  of  Goliad,  in  the  forks  of  the  San  Antonio  river  and 
the  Cabaza  creek,  containing  four  leagues  of  land.  Four  of 
the  defendants  put  in  a  plea  of  not  guilty.  At  a  subsequent 
day,  John  R.  Tally  was  allowed  to  come  in  and  defend  as  land- 
lord of  Lott,  one  of  the  defendants.  Whereupon,  he  put  in  a 
plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  upon  the  ground  the 
plaintiff  was  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Texas.  The  plea  states 
that  she  was  born  at  Goliad,  then  in  the  State  of  Coahuila  and 
Texas,  when  it  was  a  part  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico;  that  the 
domicil  of  her  father  and  mother  were  at  this  place  at  the  time 
of  her  birth,  and  continued  there  till  their  deaths.  That  the 
plaintiff  was  removed  ifrom  the  Territory  of  Texas  to  Mata- 
moras,  west  of  the  Rio  Grande,  in  Mexico,  when  she  was  about 
four  years  of  age,  during  the  revolutionaiy  movements  in 
Texas,  and  before  the  declaration  of  independence,  which  was 
on  the  2d  March,  1836.  That  she  was  removed  in  the  familv 
of  M.  Sabriego,  in  which  she  had  lived  in  Texas,  and  witn 
whom  she  has  continued  to  reside  since  in  Mexico.  There 
was  a  demurrer  to  this  plea,  which  was  allowed,  and  the  de- 
fendant required  to  answer  over.  The  defendant  then  put  in 
a  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  also  a  special  plea  in  bar  of  alienage, 
and  limitation  of  nine  years  before  suit  brought,  founded  upon 
a  statute  of  the  State  of  Texas. 

There  was  a  demurrer  to  this  plea,  but  undisposed  of  for 
aught  that  appears  on  the  record,  when  the  parties  went  down 
^o  the  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact. 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved  a  title  in  due  form,  under 
date  of  the  16th  July,  1833,  to  the  land  in  controversy,  in  her 
grandmother,  Maria  de  Jesus  Ybarba  Trejo,  followed  by  the 
official  survey  and  judicial  possession ;  also,  that  her  grand- 
mother died  in  possession  of  the  premises,  leaving  the  plaintiff's 
mother,  her  only  child,  at  the  death  of  her  mother  and  father. 
Her  grandmother  and  mother  died  about  the  year  1884.  Her 
father  was  killed  in  the  same  year. 

The  defendants  claimed  under  patents  from  the  State  of 
Texas,  one  dated  15th  September,  1849,  for  three  hundred  and 
twenty  acres;  the  other,  the  20th  of  February,  1847,  for  like 
number;  which  covered  the  possessions  on  the  tract  in  dispute 
of  two  of  the  defendants. 

When  the  evidence  closed,  the  counsel  for  the  defendants 
prayed  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  if  the  plaintiff,  as  a 
Mexican  citizen,  had  continued  to  reside  out  of  Texas  from  a 
period  before  the  declaration  of  Texan  independence,  the  action 
could  not  be  sustained;  which  was  refused,  and  a  charge  given, 
that  her  right  remained  as  it  was  before  the  revolution,  both 
«ccording  to  general  principles  and  by  force  of  the  treaty  oif 
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Goadalnpe  Hidalgo ;  and  that  if  she  had  a  right  of  property^ 
that  gave  her  the  right  to  sue  here. 

The  counsel  also  prayed  the  court  to  charge,  that  if  the  jury 
should  believe,  &om  the  evidence,  that  the  survey  and  grant 
under  which  the  plaintift'  claims  title  extends  so  as  to  include 
a  large  area  out  df  the  limits  prescribed  by  law,  as  dated  in  the 
decree  ISo.  190,  of  the  laws  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  and  that 
the  error  did  not  arise  from  mistake  of  quantity,  but  from  in- 
tention to  depart  from  the  legal  mode  of  survey,  then  the  jury 
might  consider  the  grant  void  as  to  such  area  as  might  be  out 
of  the  limits  prescribed  by  law,  and  also  that  the  grant  itself 
would  be  void  in  such  cases  for  want  of  legal  survey.  Which 
pr^er  was  refused. 

The  counsel  also  requested  the  court  to  charge,  that  if  the 
jury  should  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  survey  and 
grant  under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  extended  so  as  to  in- 
clude a  large  area  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  grant  and  survey 
were  so  made  by  fraudulent  procurement  on  the  part  of  the 
grantee,  by  an  agent  in  that  behalf,  then  the  jury  might  con- 
sider the  grant  as  entirely  void. 

The  court  so  instructed  the  jury ;  but  with  the  addition,  that 
unless  the  alcalde  commissioner  was  informed,  at  the  time  he 

fave  possession  and  issued  the  title,  of  the  £Eict  that  the  survey 
ad  been  extended  so  as  to  include  a  large  area,  &c.,  the  grant 
would  not  be  void ;  that  the  fraudulent  procurement  of  the 
survey  alone  would  not  vitiate  the  grant. 

The  counsel  also  requested  the  court  to  charge,  that  the  grant 
under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  is  one  of  the  class  that  might 
be  forfeited  for  non-performance  of  conditions.  That  ordina- 
rily a  law  of  the  Legislature,  and  judicial  action  under  it,  would 
be  necessary  to  avoid  such  a  grant.  Yet  that  claimant  might 
act  so  as  to  supersede  the  necessitv  of  such  a  judicial  deter- 
mination ;  and  if  conduct  of  plaintiff  amounted  to  an  admission 
of  the  forfeiture,  she  could  not  afterwards  set  up  the  right, 
especially  against  a  person  who  had,  in  the  mean  time,  acquired 
a  grant  from  the  State ;  and  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury 
to  determine,  whether  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  amounted  to 
iir  admission  of  forfeiture. 

The  court  gave  the  instruction,  with  the  addition,  that  it 
was  a  question  as  to  -the  actual  intention  of  the  plaintiff;  and 
the  jury  should  be  satisfied,  considering  the  infancy  and  all 
other  circumstances,  that  such  was  in  fact  her  intention,  or 
they  should  find  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  iury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

As  the  practice  in  the  court  below  permits  pleas  of  whatever 
nature  or  description  to  be  put  in  as  a  defence  to  the  suit  at 
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the  same  time,  and  without  regard  to  the  order  of  pleas,  as 
known  to  the  system  of  the  common  law,  it  will  be  necessar}'  in 
the  first  place  to  examine  the  question  raised  on  the  demurrer 
to  the  plea  to  the  jurisdiction.  It  is  insisted  that  the  plaintiff 
is  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Texas,  according  to  the  facts  as  stated 
in  the  plea  and  admitted  by  the  demurrer;  and  if  so,  as  she  is 
not  a  cit  izen  and  resident  of  a  different  State,  but  a  resident  of 
Texas,  the  suit  cannot  be  maintained  within  the  11th  section 
of  the  judiciary  act.  We  think  the  objection  not  well  founded 
The  plaintiff  was  bom  under  the  dominion  of  the  Mexican 
Republic,  and  has  lived  under  it  ever  since  her  birth,  and  be- 
yond all  question,  therefore,  is  a  citizen  of  that  Government, 
owing  it  allegiance,  which  has  never  been  interrupted  or 
changed.  There  has  been  no  act  of  hers,  or  of  any  one  com- 
petent to  represent  her,  or  to  determine  her  election,  indicating 
an  intention  to  throw  off  this  allegiance,  and  to  attach  herself  to 
the  new  sovereiffnty  of  Texas.  Having  been  bom  and  having 
alwavs  lived  under  the  old  Government,  the  burden  rested  upon 
the  aefendants,  who  claimed  that  she  was  a  citisen  of  the  new 
one,  to  establish  the  fact  of  the  change  of  her  allegiance.  (2 
Cranch,  280;  4  ib.,  209;  1  Dallafl,  68;  20  Johns.  R.,  813;  3 
Peters  R.,  99,  122,  128;  2  Kent  C,  40,  41.)  The  facts  set  up 
in  the  plea  prove  the  contrarv.  According  to  these,  the  plain- 
tiff was  nineteen  years  old  when  this  suit  was  commenced,  and 
between  twenty-two  and  twenty-three  years  when  the  plea  was 
put  in  to  the  jurisdiction.  If  she  was  competent  to  make  an 
election  while  a  nunor,  but  after  she  had  arrived  at  mature 

{rears,  as  to  the  Government  to  which  she  would  owe  al- 
egiance,  the  presumption,  upon  the  &cts,  is,  that  she  has 
made  it  in  fitvor  of  the  one  under  which  she  has  lived  since 
her  birth.  If  she  was  incompetent  to  make  it  during  her 
minority,  then  the  allegiance  due  at  her  birth  continued,  and 
existed  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

We  do  not  enter  upon  the  question  of  the  domicil  of  a  minoi 
discussed  on  the  argument,  nor  express  any  opinion  upon  it, 
as  the  question  here  is  one  of  national  character,  and  does  not 
stand  upon  the  mere  doctrines  of  municipal  law,  but  upon  the 
more  general  principles  of  the  law  of  nations.  (3  Peters,  242 ; 
2  J.  Cas.,  29.) 

Assuming  that  the  plaintiff  is  an  alien,  and  not  a  citizen  of 
Texas,  the  next  question  is,  whether  or  not  she  is  under  any 
disability  that  would  prevent  her  from  the  assertion  of  her  title 
to  the  premises  in  question ;  in  other  words,  whether  her  absence 
and  alienage  workedaforfeiture  of  theestate.  Thegeneral  prin- 
ciple is  undisputed,  that  the  division  of  an  empire  works  no  for* 
^iture  of  a  right  of  property  previously  acquired.    Kel  ly  v.  Ham 
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son*  (2  J.  Caaea,  29 ;  7  Pet.,  87.)  And,  consequently,  theplaiu^ 
tiff's  nght  still  exists  in  fall  effect,  unless  the  new  sovereignty 
created,  within  which  the  lands  are  situate,  have  taken  some 
step  to  abrogate  it.  The  title  remains  after  the  revolution, 
and  erection  of  the  new  Government,  the  same  as  before.  The 
10th  section  of  t^e  Constitution  of  the  Republic  of  Texas, 
adopted  the  17th  March,  1836,  provided  that  ^^ru>  aUm  shall 
hold  land  m  TexaSy  except  hy  tiUe  emanating  directly  from  the  Gov- 
ernment of  this  BepubUc.** 

By  the  20th  section  of  the  7th  article  of  the  present  Consti- 
tution of  the  State,  it  is  provided  "that  the  rights  of  property 
and  of  action  which  have  been  acquired  under  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  Republic  of  Texas  shall  not  be  divested;  nor 
shall  any  rights  or  actions  which  have  been  divested,  barred, 
or  declared  null  and  void,  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
Republic  of  Texas,  be  reinvested  or  reinstated  by  this  Consti- 
tution; but  the  same  shall  remain  precisely  in  the  situation 
which  they  were  before  the  adoption  of  this  Constitution." 
And  by  the  4th  section  of  the  13th  article,  it  is  provided  "that 
all  fines,  penalties,  forfeitures,  and  escheats,  which  have  accrued 
to  the  Republic  of  Texas  under  the  Constitution  and  laws,  shall 
accrue  to  the  State  of  Texas;  and  the  Legislature  shall,  by 
law,  provide  a  method  for  determining  what  lands  may  have 
been  forfeited  or  escheated." 

It  is  understood  that  the  Legislature  of  Texas  has  not  yet 
passed  any  law  providing  for  the  steps  to  be  taken  to  give  effect 
to  escheats  for  alienage,  or  otherwise;  at  least,  no  such  law 
has  been  referred  to,  or  relied  on,  in  the  argument;  and  the 
course  of  decision  in  the  courts  of  Texas  appears  to  be,  that, 
until  some  act  of  the  Legislature  is  passed  on  the  subject,  effect 
cannot  be  given  to  the  plea  of  alienage,  or,  at  least,  that  some 
proceeding  must  be  had,  on  the  part  of  the  Government,  di- 
vesting the  estate  for  this  cause,  before  effect  can  be  given  to 
it     16  Texas  R.,  495. 

The  defence  of  alienage,  therefore,  was  properly  overruled 
by  the  court  below. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  insist  that  the  estate  of  the 
plaintiff  became  forfeited  under  the  Mexican  laws,  by  her  re- 
moval from  the  State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas  to  Matamoras, 
while  under  the  Mexican  Government,  and  a  permanent  resi- 
dence taken  up  there. 

But  the  removal  that  worked  a  forfeiture  under  Mexican 
colonization  laws,  and  divestiture  of  the  title  without  judicial 
inquiiy,  was  a  removal  out  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  set- 
tlement in  a  foreign  country.  The  principle  has  no  applicstioo 
in  thia  case.     18  How.,  235,  (McKeimy  v.  Sarve«(o.^ 
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The  remaining  questions  in  the  case  relate  to  those  arising 
upon  the  survey  and  location  of  the  premises  in  question.  This 
survey  and  location  were  made  by  the  Government  surveyor, 
under  the  direction  of  the  alcalde  and  land  commissioner  of 
the  municipality,  who  was  deputed  by  the  Governor  to  cause 
the  land  to  be  surveyed,  and  to  convey  the  title  in  due  form 
The  counsel  for  the  defendants  claimed  the  right  to  inquire 
into  the  regularity  of  this  survey  and  location,  and  also  into 
the  bcnajides  of  the  transaction. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  this  is  a  suit  at  law  to  recover 
the  possession  of  the  land  in  dispute ;  and  that,  although  it 
may  be  the  course  of  practice  in  the  courts  of  the  State  of  Texas, 
in  a  suit  of  this  description,  to  blend  in  the  proceeding  the 
principles  of  law  and  equity,  in  the  Federal  courts  sitting  in 
the  State,  the  two  systems  must  be  kept  distinct  and  separate. 
This  principle  is  fundamental  in  these  courts,  and  cannot  be 
departed  from.  The  court,  therefore,  in  a  suit  at  law,  should 
exclude  the  hearing  and  determination  of  all  questions  that  be- 
long appropriately  and  exclusively  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court 
of  equity.  In  a  case  calling  for  the  interposition  of  this  court, 
and  tnminff  upon  equitable  considerations,  relief  should  be 
sought  bv  bill  in  equity.  Many  of  the  cases  at  law  comine 
up  §om  the  District  Court  of  this  State  are  greatly  complicated 
and  embarrassed,  from  the  want  of  the  observance  of  this  dis- 
tinction in  the  proceedings  before  it.  In  respect  to  the  survey 
and  location  in  the  case  before  us,  we  perceive  no  ground  that 
could  warrant  the  court  in  going  behind  them  in  a  suit  at  law. 
They  were  made  by  the  Government  that  granted  the  title,  and 
there  is  no  ground,  or  even  pretence,  for  saying  that  they  were 
made  without  authority ;  and  hence,  altogether  void.  If  void- 
able, for  irregularity  or  other  cause,  the  question  was  not  one 
for  a  court  of  law  in  an  action  to  recover  possession,  but  for  a 
court  of  equity  to  reform  any  error  or  mistake.  (9  Peters,  632 ; 
18  ib.,  868-'9;  8  Wh.,  212,  221;  7  How.,  844.)  "We  think  a 
satisfactory  answer  might  be  ^ven  to  the  several  objections 
taken  to  the  survey  and  location;  but  we  prefer  to  place  it 
upon  the  ground  above  stated. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  affirmed. 


(OHN  Bacon,  Alexandbr  Symington,  and  Thomas  RoBiNti, 
Complainants  and  Appellants,  v.  Volney  E.  Howard. 

Bj  the  laws  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  no  action  would  lie  on  a  foreign  judgment, 

and  all  actions  of  debt  were  prescribed  in  four  years. 
When  aboat  to  form  a  Constitution,  for  the  purpose  of  becoming  a  State  of  the 

Union,  the  Legislature  passed  a  law  permitting  suits  to  be  brought  on  foreign 

Judgments,  but  limiting  them  to  sixty  days  when  the  judgment  was  of  four  ynaif 

ftAoding  and  upward. 
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The  plaintiflb'  bill  attempted  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  last  limitatijii  as  to  theii 
Judgment,  which  was  more  than  four  years  old,  on  the  ground  that  they  lived 
more  than  two  thousand  miles  distant,  and  could  not  know  of  the  passage  of  the 
last  act  within  time  to  prosecute  their  action. 

Held,  that  the  last-mentioned  statute  conferred  a  favor,  and  was  not  retrospective : 
and  that  plaintiffs'  action  was  barred,  whether  he  knew  of  the  act  or  not. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  not  restrain  the  right  of  each  State  to 
legislate  as  to  the  remedy  on  suits  on  judgments  in  other  States. 

This  case  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Texas. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Hale  for  the  appellants,  and  Mr.  Hughu 
for  the  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  complainants  are  assignees  of  a  judgment  obtained  by 
the  Planters'  Bank  against  the  defendant,  in  the  State  of  Mis- 
sissipi.  The  charter  of  the  bank  has  been  forfeited.  The  com- 
plainants, as  equitable  owners  of  the  judgment,  demand  pay- 
ment by  their  bill.  The  judgment  claimed  by  them  is  dated 
on  the  19th  of  October,  1840,  and  their  bill  was  filed  on  the 
22d  of  October,  1850.  Anticipating  the  defence  of  the  statutes 
of  limitation  of  Texas,  the  bill  avers  "that,  at  the  time  of 
passage  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  ap- 
proved June  28th,  1845,  entitled  *  An  act  to  authenticate  for- 
eign judgments,  and  to  limit  suits  thereon,'  the  defendants 
resided  in  San  Antonio,  Texas,  and  the  complainants  in  Phil- 
adelphia— more  than  2,000  miles  apart;  and  that  complainants 
could  not,  according  to  the  regular  course  of  the  mails,  and 
with  any  reasonable  diligence,  have  learned  the  passage  of  said 
act,  and  caused  suit  to  be  instituted  upon  the  judgment  within 
sixty  daj^s  after  its  passage."  The  respondent  has  demurred 
to  tne  bill,  and  assigns  as  a  cause  of  demurrer,  among  other 
reasons,  "  That  the  complainants,  by  their  own  showing,  are 
barred  by  the  first  section  of  an  act  entitled  ^An  act  of  limita- 
tions,' approved  February  4,  1841,  and  also  by  the  fourth  sec- 
tion of  the  act  referred  to  in  the  bill." 

K  this  allegation  be  found  correct,  it  will  be  unnecessary  to 
notice  the  others. 

On  the  10th  of  Januaiy,  1841,  the  Legislature  of  the  Repub- 
lic of  Texas. enacted,  "That  no  suit,  proceeding,  judgment,  or 
decree,  shall  be  brought,  prosecuted,  or  sustained,  in  any  court 
or  judicial  magistracy  of  this  Republic,  on  any  judgment  or 
decree  of  any  court  or  tribunal  of  any  foreign  nation,  State,  or 
Territory,"  «c.  "But  this  provision  is  in  no  degree  to  aftect 
the  valiaity  or  obligation  of  contracts,  engagements,  or  pecuni- 
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ary  liabilities,  originating  abroad,  or  the  original  evidence,  tesl^ 
imony,  or  proof,  to  establish  the  same,"  &c. 

On  the  6th  of  February,  1841,  "An  act  of  limitations"  wag 
passed,  the  first  section  of  which,  after  prescribinff  shorter 
limitations  for  other  caases  of  action,  declares  that  "  all  actions 
of  debt  grounded  on  anv  contract  in  writing  shall  be  com- 
menced and  sued  within  fcur  years  next  after  flie  cause  of  such 
action,  and  not  after." 

Without  criticising  the  peculiar  expressions  used  in  these 
acts,  it  is  obvious  that  their  policy  and  object  was  to  bar  the 
prosecution  of  any  claim  for  monejr  or  property  at  farthest  in 
four  years  from  the  time  when  the  right  of  action  first  accrued. 

Now,  the  original  cause  of  action,  on  which  the  judgment  in 
question  was  obtained,  must  have  existed  or  accrued  at  the 
latest  on  the  19th  of  October,  1840,  when  judgment  was  en- 
tered thereon  in  the  court  of  Mississippi.  Counting  from  that 
date,  the  action  would  have  been  barred  on  the  19th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1844.  But  assuming  that  the  time  did  not  commence  to 
run  till  the  17th  of  March,  1841,  when  the  act  of  6th  February, 
1841,  is  said  to  have  taken  effect,  the  action  was  barred  on  the 
17th  of  March,  1845. 

On  the  28d  of  June,  1846,  the  Congress  of  the  Republic  gave 
their  consent  to  the  annexation  of  Texas  to  the  United  States, 
and  the  Convention  which  formed  the  Constitution  of  the  State 
met  on  the  4th  of  July  of  the  same  year. 

It  would  seem  that  doubts  and  apprehensions  were  enter- 
tained that,  when  Texas  became  a  State  of  the  Union,  that 
section  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  which  pre- 
scribed that  full  faith  and  credit  should  be  given  to  the  judicial 
proceedings  of  each  State  might  have  the  effect  of  reviving  the 
claims  of  creditors  in  other  States,  on  which  judgments  had 
been  obtained.  To  obviate  this  anticipated  difficulty,  an  act 
was  passed  on  the  28th  of  June,  1846,  "To  prescribe  tiie  mod^ 
of  authenticating  foreign  judgments,  and  to  limit  suits  there- 
on." The  fourth  section  of  this  act  provides:  "That  all  for- 
eign judgmcJnts,  decrees,  and  adjudications,  upon  which  suit 
shall  be  Drought  in  the  courts  of  this  Eepublic,  should  the 
same  be  of  four  years*  standing  and  upwards,  shall  be  forever 
barred  and  prescribed,  unless  sued  on  in  sixty  days  from  and 
after  the  passage  of  this  act;  those  under  four  and  over  two 
years,  unless  sued  on  in  six  months;  and  those  under  two 
years,  unless  sued  on  in  one  year:  Provided^  the  ori^nal  cause 
of  action  shall  remain  unimpaired,  and  ma^  be  sued  on  at  thu 
election  of  the  creditor,  subject  to  prescription." 

At  first  view,  this  act  might  be  accused  of  making  a  verf 
cart  limitation,  and  to  be  retrospective  in  its  operation.    But 
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when  it  is  recollected  that  it  gives  a  new  form  of  remedy  before 
denied,  and  that  it  only  continues  the  rule  of  limitation  to 
which  the  cause  of  action  was  already  subject,  and  in  fact  gave 
a  ftirther  grace  to  the  creditor,  he  has  no  right  to  complain. 

Giving  the  complainant  in  this  case  the  most  favorable  con 
struction  of  the  act  of  limitations  of  1841,  his  cause  of  action 
was  barred  on  the  17th  of  March,  1845.  The  act  of  June, 
1645,  took  away  no  existing  right,  but  extended  the  lime  till 
the  27th  of  August  of  the  same  year.  It  is,  therefore,  not  ret- 
rospective in  its  operation.  It  confers  a  favor,  ihouffh  it  be  a 
small  one.  The  complainants  may  have  &iled  to  take  advan- 
tage of  ity  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  the  bill.  But  the 
Le^slature  has  not  seen  fit  to  make  any  saving  in  the  act 
in  favor  of  distant  creditors,  and  the  court  cannot  interpolate 
it  The  Republic  of  Texas  had  the  power  to  prescribe  such 
rales  to  its  own  courts  as  best  suited  their  condition,  and  their 
policy  cannot  be  mistaken.  Its  accession  to  the  Union  had  no 
effect  to  annul  its  limitation  laws,  or  revive  rights  of  action 
prescribed  by  its  previous  laws  as  an  independent  State.  It  is 
true,  any  legislation  which  denied  that  full  faith  and  credit 
which  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  requires  to  be 
given  to  the  judicial  proceedings  of  sister  States  would  be  ipso 
facto  annulled  after  the  annexation,  on  the  29th  of  December, 
1845.  Thereafter,  the  authenticity  of  a  judgment  in  another 
State,  and  its  effect,  are  to  be  tested  bv  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  and  acts  of  Congress.  But  rules  of  prescription 
remain,  as  before,  in  the  full  power  of  every  State.  There  is 
no  clause  in  the  Constitution  which  restrains  this  riebt  in  eaoh 
State  to  legislate  upon  the  remedy  in  suits  on  judj^ments  of 
other  States,  exclusive  of  all  interference  with  their  merits. 
The  case  of  Mcllmoyle  v,  Cohen  (13  Peters,  812)  leaves  nothing 
further  to  be  said  on  this  subject. 

The  20th  section  of  the  7th  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
State  of  Texas  exhibits  the  extreme  solicitude  of  her  citizens 
to  prevent  any  misconstruction  of  their  cherished  policy  on 
this  subject. 

It  declares  that  "the  rights  of  property  and  of  action  which 
have  been  acquired  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
iepubiic  of  Texas  shall  not  be  divested;  nor  shall  any  rights 
yt  actions  which  have  been  divested,  barred,  or  declared 
auU  and  void,  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  Republic  of 
Texas,  be  reinvested,  revived,  or  reinstated,  by  this  Constitu- 
tion, but  the  same  shall  remain  precisely  in  the  situation  which 
they  were  before  the  adoption  of  this  Constitution." 

The  complainant's  cause  of  action  had  been  twioe  barred 
before  annexation,  and  this  section  of  the  new  ConstitutioD 
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leaves  no  room  to  question  the  policy  of  their  laws  as  to  a  re- 
vival of  rights  once  forfeited  by  laches. 

In  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  complainant  has  been 
compelled  to  have  recourse  to  a  court  of  chancery,  because  the 
Union  Bank  no  longer  exists,  in  whose  name  the  action  of  law 
could  be  sustained,  ne  is,  of  course,  subject  to  the  same  rules 
of  prescription  as  if  he  were  in  a  court  of  law. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  complainant's  cause  of 
action  is  barred  by  the  statutes  of  Texas,  and  that  the  matters 
set  forth  in  the  bill  to  avoid  their  effect  are  insufficient. 

The  jud^ent  of  the  District  Court  of  Texas  is  therefore 
affirmed,  with  costs. 


The  Rector,  Church  Wardens,  and  Vestry,  op  Christ  Church, 
IN  THE  City  of  Philadelphia,  in  Trust  for  Christ  Church 
Hospital,  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  v.  The  County  of  PniLADBir 

PHIA. 

Where  it  does  not  appear  either  by  express  ayerment  or  by  a  r  ecessaiy  intendment 
from  any  matter  stated  in  the  case,  nor  does  any  entry  on  th«  record  of  the  cause 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  show,  that  any  of  the  .que  itions  of  which  this 
court  is  entitled  to  take  cognizance  under  the  terms  of  the  '*5th  section  of  the 
Judiciary  act,  arose  in  the  cause  and  were  actually  decided  ^7  that  court,  the 
writ  of  error  must  be  dismissed,  for  the  want  of  jurisdiction. 

This  case  was  brought  up  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  by  a  writ  of  error  issued  under  the  26th 
section  of  the  judiciary  act. 

As  the  decision  of  the  court  was,  that  the  record  did  not 
show  any  ground  of  jurisdiction  under  the  25th  section  of  the 
judiciary  act,  it  will  be  proper  to  state  what  that  record  was. 

The  acts  of  1838  and  1851  are  recited  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  and  need  not  be  repeated. 

The  rector  and  church  wardens  were  assessed  for  taxes  upon 
several  pieces  of  property,  amongst  which  was  the  following: 

Lower  Delaware  ward,  No.  8  Cherry  street.  Hospital  lot,  ftc, 
$126. 

They  paid  the  tax  upon  the  whole  assessment,  including:  the 
above,  under  protest,  and  then  brought  an  action  in  the  State 
court  to  recover  the  amount  so  paid.  The  court  decided  in 
favor  of  the  defendants.  Upon  being  carried  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State,  that  court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below,  so  far  as  respected  the  tax  upon  the  Hospital  lot. 
The  rector  and  church  wardens,  believing  that  the  whole  of 
the  property  ought  to  be  exempted  from  taxation,  brought  the 
case  to  this  court.     The  question  which  they  intended  to  raise 
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was,  whether  or  not  the  act  of  1888  was  a  contract,  irrepeala- 
ble  except  with  their  consent.  Bnt  the  record  presented  only 
the  following  state  of  facts. 

March  Term,  1858,  No.  145.     Docket  Entrka. 


The  Rector,  Gharch  WardenSi  and  VestrynieD,  of  Christ  Church, 
in  the  Citj  of  Philadelphia,  in  trust  for  Christ  Church  Hospital, 

V. 

The  County  of  Philadelphia. 


H.  M.  WATTS. 
■  145. 
W.  D.  BAKBR 


Sammons  case  ret'ble  the  first  Monday  of  June,  1858,  exit 
11th  May,  1858. 

"Service  accepted." 

March  8rf,  1854. — Case  stated  in  the  nature  of  a  special  ver- 
vict  filed. 

AprH  1,  1854. — Judgment  entered  without  argument  for  de- 
fendants by  the  court.  By  writing  filed,  it  is  agreed  that  the 
above  case  may  be  removed  by  the  plaintifts  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  without  any  recognizance  being  given  by  them.  Eo  die 
assignments  of  errors  filed. 

AprU  4,  1854. — Argued. 

December  27,  1854. — ^Reargued. 

March  12,  1855. — Opinion  by  C.  J.  Lewis,  judgment  re- 
versed, and  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  for  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-six  dollars,  with  costs.  Eo  die 
opinion  filed. 

The  case  was  submitted  on  a  printed  argument,  by  Mr.  Watts 
and  Mr.  Meredith  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and  Mr.  Porter  for 
the  defendants. 

The  ar^umeuis  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  question 
of  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  contract  was  raised  by  the 
record ;  but,  as  the  court  decided  that  no  such  question  was 
properly  involved  in  the  discussion,  it  is  thought  unnecessary 
to  report  the  arguments. 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  a  wnt  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylva- 
nia, under  the  25th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of  the  24th 
September^  1789. 

These  parties,  without  any  pleadings,  stated  a  case,  in  the 
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nature  of  a  special  verdict  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Stat« 
of  Pennsylvania,  upon  which  a  final  judgment  was  rendered. 
It  appears  from  the  case,  that  in  April,  1888,  the  Legislature 
of  Pennsylvania  enacted:  "That  Christ  Church  Hospital, 
having  for  many  years  afforded  an  asylum  to  numerous  poor 
and  distressed  widows,  who  would  probably  else  have  become 
a  jjublic  charge,  and  that,  in  consequence  of  the  decay  of  the 
buildings  of  ttie  hospital  estate,  and  the  increasing  burden  of 
the  taxes,  its  means  are  curtailed  and  its  usefulness  limited; 
therefore,  that  the  real  property,  including  ground  rents  now 
belonging  and  pavable  to  Christ  Church  Hospital,  in  the  city  of 
Philaaelphia,  so  long  as  the  same  shall  continue  to  belong  to 
the  hospital,  shall  be  and  remain  free  from  taxes." 

That  in  April,  1861,  the  Legislature  of  the  same  State  en- 
acted, "that  all  property,  real  and  personal,  belonging  to  any 
association  or  incorporated  company,  which  is  now  by  law  ex- 
empt from  taxation,  other  than  that  which  is  in  the  actual  use 
and  occupation  of  such  association  or  incorporated  company, 
and  from  which  an  income  or  revenue  is  derived  by  the  owners 
thereof,  shall  hereafter  be  subject  to  taxation,  in  the  same  man- 
ner and  for  the  same  purposes  as  other  property  is  now  by 
law  taxable ;  and  so  much  of  any  law  as  is  hereby  altered  and 
supplied  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  repealed:  Provided,  That 
nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  exempt  ceme- 
teiT  companies  from  taxation." 

It  further  appears,  in  the  case  stated,  that  the  county  of  Phil- 
adelphia, in  the  year  1852,  caused  certain  real  estate  and  ground 
rents  of  the  plaintiflfe  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  which 
were  possessed  by  the  plaintiffs  before  the  date  of  the  act  first 
mentioned,  to  be  valued  and  assessed  for  taxes,  and  that  the 
taxes  were  subsequently  paid  to  the  officers  of  the  county,  un- 
der protest,  by  them.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania 
determined  that  the  plaintife  were  entitled  to  recover  only  for 
so  much  of  the  taxes  assessed  and  paid  which  were  levied  for 
property  in  the  actual  occupancy  of  the  plaintiff  for  hospital 
purposes. 

It  does  not  appear,  either  by  express  averment  or  by  a  neces- 
sary intendment  from  any  matter  stated  in  the  case,  nor  does 
any  entry  on  the  record  of  the  cause  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Pennsylvania  show,  thikt  any  of  the  questions  of  which  this 
court  is  entitled  to  take  cognizance,  under  the  terms  of  the 
26th  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  arose  in  the  cause,  and  were 
actually  decided  by  that  court.  Therefore,  in  conformity  with 
the  established  doctrine  of  this  court,  fArmstronff  v.  The  Treas- 
urer of  Athens  county,  16  Pet.,  282;  Smith  v.  Hunter,  7  How. 
&  0.  IL  ISSy)  the  writ  of  error  must  be  dismissed* 
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This  court  again  decides,  as  in  former  cases,  that  a  refasal  of  the  eowt  beloir  to 
grant  a  new  trial  is  not  a  proper  subject  for  a  bill  of  exception. 

In  an  action  of  ejectment,  where  the  defendant  pleads  the  statute  of  limltationB,  he 
must  connect  his  own  possession  with  the  adverse  possession  and  title  of  an- 
other person  which  is  set  up  as  a  defence.    Otherwise,  the  plea  is  not  good. 

Cinder  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  Texas,  a  survey  made  of  land  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  surrejor's  district,  although  invalid  at  the  time,  is  rendered  good  by 
the  subsequent  approval  of  the  proper  county  surveyor.  This  court  adopts  the 
rule. 

Where  patents  for  land  in  Texas  were  erroneously  issued,  it  was  proper  to  cancel 
them  • 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Texas. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Hale  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  ilfr. 
Meniman  for  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  is  brought  before  us  by  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Cii 
cuit  Court  for  the  district  of  Texas. 

In  his  petition,  the  plaintiff  claims  two  leagues  of  land,  worth 
twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  in  Nueces  county,  San  Patricio 
district,  on  the  bay  of  Corpus  Christi,  and  west  of  the  Nueces ; 
and  he  alleges  that  the  defendants,  on  or  about  the  4th  dav  of 
October,  1849,  entered  into  the  possession  of  one-fourth  of  the 
above  premises,  and  ejected  the  petitioner,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and,  by  leave  of 
the  court,  filed  au  amended  answer,  containing  six  pleas  in 
bar.  The  first  plea  alleged  an  adverse  possession  of  more  than 
ten  years  by  Enrique  Villareal.  The  second,  that  he  had 
peaceable  and  adverse  possession  for  more  than  three  years 
aft^r  the  right  accrued  to  the  person  under  whom  the  plaintiff 
claims ;  and  that  he  did  not  make  entry  or  commence  an  ac- 
tion to  try  title  to  the  land  before  the  16th  of  June,  1842;  and 
that  after  that  day,  Henry  L.  Kinney,  being  seized  of  the  land 
from  Villareal,  held  adverse  and  uninterrupted  possession,  with- 
out entry  or  a<;tion  by  plaintiff,  up  to  the  commencement  of 
this  suit.  Third,  that  Villareal,  and  those  claiming  under 
him,  held  adverse  and  peaceable  possession  on  the  17th  of 
March,  1841,  and  up  to  tne  commencement  of  the  action. 

In  the  fourth  plea,  ten  years'  adverse  possession  was  alleged ; 
mad  in  the  fifth,  an  adverse  possession  of  three  years.  The 
dzth  plea  avers  that  each  of  the  defendants,  and  those  under 
«rhom  they  claim,  had  adverse,  peaceable,  and  continuous  pos- 
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sesBion  of  the  land  for  more  than  three  years,  under  color  of 
title,  before  the  commencement  of  the  action. 

Special  demurrers  were  filed  to  these  pleas,  except  the  sixth, 
on  which  issue  was  joined.  The  demurrers  were  sustained  to 
the  first  and  fourth  pleas,  but  overruled  by  the  court  as  to  the 
third  and  fifth.  The  issues  before  the  jury  were  upon  the  plea 
of  not  guilty,  and  the  second,  third,  fifth,  and  sixth  pleas  of 
prescription. 

On  the  trial  before  the  jury,  two  patents  issued  by  the  Re- 
public of  Texas,  dated  the  10th  of  April,  1849,  to  Levi  Jones, 
were  given  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff.  One  of  these  patents 
purported  to  be  issued  to  Levi  Jones,  as  assignee  of  Miguel 
basquez,  for  one  league  of  land  in  the  San  Patricio  distrit  t, 
survey  No.  20,  on  the  west  side  of  the  Nueces,  on  Corpus 
Chrieti  bay,  by  virtue  of  head-right  certificate  No.  288. 

The  other  patent  was  issued  to  Levi  Jones,  assignee  of  Jos^ 
Ma.  Bargas,  for  a  league  of  land  in  the  same  district,  known 
as  survey  No.  21,  on  the  west  side  of  Corpus  Christi  bay,  ad- 
joining survey  No.  20,  by  virtue  of  head-right  certificate  499. 

To  show  the  positioji  and  outlines  of  the  two  leagues  of  land, 
the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  a  part  of  Grammont's  map,  duly 
certified  by  ttie  land  office. 

The  plaintiff  also  gave  in  evidence  a  deed  of  conveyance  of 
the  land  by  Levi  Jones  to  him,  dated  the  2d  of  October,  1849. 
It  was  proved  that  the  town  of  Corpus  Christi  is  included  in 
the  surveys,  and  is  situated  on  the  shore  of  the  bay.  Felix  A. 
Butcher,  a  witness,  came  to  Corpus  Christi  first  in  the  year 
1846.  He  knows  all  or  most  of  the  defendants  were  in  pos- 
session of  the  land  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  8th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1849 ;  and  at  that  time  the  lots  upon  which  the  defendants 
resided  were  worth  about  ten  dollars  each ;  now  they  are  worth 
one  hundred  dollars  each,  in  the  best  localities.  The  occu- 
pants have  made  valuable  improvements  on  the  lots. 

The  defendants  then  oftered  to  read  certified  copies  of  two 
patents  from  the  reco»'d,  issued  by  the  State  of  Texas  on  the 
11th  of  July,  1845,  one  to  Kelsey  .II.  Douglass,  and  the  other 
to  John  S.  Thorn,  assignee,  &c.,  for  the  land  claimed  by 
plaintiff.  Both  of  these  patents  on  the  record  book  had  writ- 
ten upon  them  a  memorandum :  "  This  patent  cancelled,  April 
10th,  1848." 

It  was  proved  that  these  patents  had  been  inadvertently  is- 
sued to  Douglass  and  Thorn,  when  the  field-notes  of  the  sur- 
veys had  been  returned  in  the  name  of  Levi  Jones,  assignee, 
&c.  They  were  cancelled  on  the  advice  of  the  Attorney 
General.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  introduction  of  the  above 
copies ;  but  the  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  papers  admitted 
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Proof  was  then  made  that  Enrique  V^illareal  held  possession 
of  a  tract  of  ten  leagues,  including  the  land  in  controversy, 
from  the  year  1810  down  to  the  year  1839,  claiming  it  from 
1810  to  1881  under  a  title  from  the  Spanish  Government;  that 
in  1839  Henry  L.  Kinney  succeeded  Villareal  in  possession, 
but  the  deed  for  the  land  was  not  made  to  him  until  the  fol- 
lowing year;  that  Villareal  was  a  native  of  Mexico,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  grant  to  him  by  the  State  of  Tamaulipas  was  a 
citizen  of  that  State,  and  held  a  commission  in  the  army.  The 
grant  was  alleged  to  have  been  lost,  and  the  court  held  it  could 
not  be  proved  Dy  parol ;  but  documentary  and  parol  proof  were 
admitted  to  show  the  boundaries  claimed  and  the  possession 
of  Villareal,  A  great  number  of  facts  were  proved,  historical 
and  otherwise,  in  regard  to  this  claim,  which  it  is  unnecessaiy 
here  to  state. 

Objection  to  this  part  of  the  defence  was  made,  but  over- 
ruled, and  the  evidence  was  admitted. 

The  plaintiff  then  requested  the  court  to  give  to  the  jury 
twenty-one  instructions,  principally  in  relation  to  the  title  of 
Villareal,  which  go  into  details  of  great  length,  but  which, 
from  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
repeat. 

The  court  refused  to  give  any  of  the  instructions  requested 
by  the  plaintiff,  but  charged  the  jury,  ^Hhat  the  plaintiff  must 
recover  on  the  streneth  of  his  own  title,  not  on  the  weakness 
of  his  adversary's;  that  if  the  surveys  on  which  the  patents  in 
evidence  were  issued  were  void  when  made,  the  plaintiff  can 
claim  no  title  to  land  under  such  patents;  that  if  the  surveys 
were  made  west  of  the  Nueces  river,  on  Corpus  Christi  bay, 

frior  to  the  24th  of  May,  1888,  by  the  deputy  surveyor  of  San 
^atricio  county,  they  were  void,  because  San  Patricio  county 
did  not,  at  that  time,  extend  west  of  the  river  Nueces;  and  the 
approval  of  the  county  surveyor,  Buchanan,  even  if  given  after 
die  24th  of  May,  1838,  relates  back  in  point  of  time  to  the  date 
of  the  surveys  by  his  deputy,  but  does  not  have  the  effect  of 
making  good  the  surveys,  if  at  the  time  they  were  made  by 
the  depifty  surveyor  they  were  out  of  the  limits  of  the  county; 
that  if  V  illareal  had  acquired  a  title  to  the  land,  under  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Spain  or  Mexico,  before  his  death,  and  if  he  died 
an  alien  enemy  to  the  Republic  of  Texas  in  1846,  leaving  only 
alien  enemies  as  his  heirs,  still  his  title  to  the  land  in  contro- 
versy did  not  escheat  to  the  Republic,  and  consequently  could 
not  pass  by  the  subsequent  patents  issued  by  the  Republic  or 
titate;  that  as  these  instructions  are  sufficient  for  the  decision 
of  the  case,  the  court  refused  the  instructions  asked  by  the 
plaintiff.    Exceptions  were  taken  by  the  plaintiff^  as  well  to  th« 
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ilistractioiis  asked  by  bim  and  refused,  as  to  those  given  against 
him,  on  the  prayers  of  the  defendants. 

The  decision  of  the  court  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which 
was  excepted  to,  affords  no  ground  for  a  writ  of  error.  Such  a 
motion  is  addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  on  a 
consideration  of  the  evidence  before  the  jury;  and  this  court 
can  no  more  control  that  discretion  than  when  it  is  exercised 
by  the  Circuit  Court,  in  gi'anting  continuances  or  amendments 
of  the  pleadings. 

As  to  the  pleas  which  set  up  the  claim  and  possession  of 
Villareal,  as  a  bar,  under  the  statute  of  limitations,  to  the  plain- 
tiff's action,  it  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the 
defendants  are  in  any  way  connected  with  that  title.  There  is 
nothinff  in  the  facts  of  the  case  which  conduce  to  show  an  en- 
try under  it  by  the  defendants,  or  that  they  entered  under  any 
claim  of  title.  It  is  proved  by  one  witness,  that  a  part  of  the 
defendants,  if  not  all  of  them,  were  in  possession  of  the  prem- 
iaes  they  now  occupy,  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  8th  of  Octo- 
ber, 1849.  On  the  8d  of  that  month  and  year,  the  seizin  of  the 
plaintiff  is  stated  in  his  petition.  From  this,  it  would  appear 
that  the  defendants'  possession  was  prior  to  the  seizin  of  the 
plaintiff;  so  that,  in  regard  to  him,  they  cannot  be  considered 
as  haviug  ejected  him  by  their  entry,  his  legal  title  not  having 
then  accrued.  But  if  the  defendants  entered  without  claim  of 
title,  which  must  be  presumed,  as  they  have  shown  no  title, 
they  become  trespassers  on  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff  after 
his  title  accrued. 

Villareal  died  in  1844  or  1846.  It  is  contended  that  he  retained 
possession  of  the  premises  up  to  1839,  and  that  Kinney  took 
possession  in  that  year  under  him,  and  continued  in  the  pos- 
session until  the  commencement  of  this  action.  This  posses- 
sion is  controverted  by  the  plaintiff,  on  evidence  that  Kinney's 
residence  was  in  another  county,  and  that  he  was  only  occa- 
sionally at  Corpus  Christi ;  but,  if  his  possession  be  admitted 
as  asserted,  it  is  not  perceived  how  it  could  inure  to  the  benefit 
of  the  defendants  under  the  statute  of  limitations,  as  Kinney 
is  not  a  defendant,  and  they  show  no  privity  with  his  title. 
Possession,  to  be  effectual,  either  to  prevent  a  recovery  or  vest 
a  ri^ht  under  the  statute  of  limitations,  must  be  an  actual  pos^ 
session,  attended  with  a  manifest  intention  to  hold  and  con* 
tinue  it  It  must  be,  in  the  language  of  the  authoritiee,  an 
actual,  continued,  adverse,  and  exclusive  possession  for  the 
space  of  time  required  by  the  statute.  It  need  not  be  con* 
tinued  by  the  same  person ;  but  when  held  by  difibrent  per 
sons,  it  mast  be  shown  that  a  privity  existed  between  them 
Wheeler  v.  Moody,  11  Texas  Rep.,  872. 
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In  the  action  of  ejectment,  the  defendant  may  show  a  panu 
mount  ontatanding  and  aabsisting  title  for  the  same  land  in  a 
stranger,  to  defeat  the  plaintiff;  and  the  rule  of  evidence  is  the 
same  in  this  action,  although  it  is  prosecuted  under  the  forms 
adopted  by  Texas.  A  large  portion  of  the  evidence  in  the  rec- 
ord, and  many  of  the  authorities  cited  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
were  to  show  an  older  and  paramount  title  to  the  same  land, 
under  the  Mexican  Government,  by  Villareal,  and  Kinney, 
his  assignee;  but,  as  there  are  other  points  on  which  the  case 
may  be  decided,  liie  court  will  not  consider  the  validity  of  that 
title. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  the  surveys  were  made 
west  of  the  Nueces  river,  on  Corpus  Christi  bay,  prior  to  the 
24th  of  May,  1838,  by  the  deputy  surveyor  of  San  Patricio 
county,  thev  were  void,  because  San  Patricio  did  not  at  that 
time  extend  west  of  the  river  Nueces ;  and  the  approval  of  the 
oounty  surveyor,  Buchanan,  even  if  given  after  the  24th  of 
May,  1838,  does  not  make  them  valid. 

It  was  held,  in  Linn  v.  Scott,  8  Texas  Rep.,  6,  that  a  survey 
made  by  a  surveyor  of  any  other  county  than  that  in  which  the 
land  lies,  is  a  nullity.  But,  in  Horton  v.  Pace,  0  Texas  Rep., 
81,  the  court  say,  "We  do  not  question  the  right  of  a  surveyor 
to  adopt  a  previous  survey  he  thinks  correct;  but  we  do  not 
admit  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court  to  oblige  him  to  ftdopt  one 
shown  to  be  incorrect."  And  in  Warren  v.  Sherman,  5  Texas, 
441,  it  is  Bfidd  a  survey,  whensoever  made,  if  supported  by  a 
recommended  certificate,  is,  in  contemplation  of  law,  valid ;  if 
otherwise,  it  is  without  legal  foundation.  In  Lake  v.  Wafer, 
16  Texas  Rep.,  the  court  held,  "A  survey  made  in  1841  with- 
out certificate,  and  applied  to  the  certincate  of  1844,  consti- 
tutes no  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  patent."  If  a  deputy 
surveyor  make  a  survey  for  himself,  on  a  certificate  belonging 
to  himself,  when  approved  by  the  district  surveyor,  it  becomes 
the  act  of  the  latter,  and  was  so  fiar  valid.  Howard  v.  Perry, 
7  Texas  Rep.,  259. 

Under  these  decisions,  the  Circuit  Court  erred  in  giving  the 
above  instruction.  K  the  surveys  were  void  when  made  west 
of  the  Nueces,  as  being  without  the  limits  of  San  Patricio 
county,  they  were  made  valid  by  the  subsequent  approval  of 
the  county  surveyor,  after  the  county  limits  were  extender 
west  of  that  river. 

The  cancellation  of  the  patents  stated  by  the  acting  Com- 
missioner of  the  Land  Ofiice,  by  the  advice  of  the  Attorney 
General,  was  proper.  The  Commissioner,  in  issuiuj^  a  patent, 
perforins  a  ministerial  duty ;  and  if  it  be  fraudulently  or  negli- 
i^ently  issued  to  an  improper  person,  the  error  diould  be  oar<> 
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rected.  The  divestitnre  of  the  title  by  the  Govemnient  oan 
only  be  accomplifihed  in  the  mode  authorized  by  law. 

It  is  desirable  that  points  of  exceptions  and  instructions 
asked  from  the  court  to  the  jury  should  be  as  few  and  as  con- 
cisely expressed  as  may  be  consistent  with  the  interests  of  the 
respective  parties. 

The  iudgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  further  proceedings. 


Akos  Wadb,  PLAnmFF,  v.  Jacob  R.  Lbrot  and  Hbnbt  E. 

PnCBBBPOIKT. 

In  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a  feny  boat,  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by 
the  negligence  of  its  officers,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might  show  that  he 
was  engaged  in  a  particular  business,  and  had  been  incapacitated  from  attending 
to  it,  as  exhibiting  the  extent  of  the  injury,  and  that  it  had  occasioned  expense, 
suffering,  and  loss  of  time  which  had  value  to  him,  although  the  nature  of  his 
occupation  was  not  set  forth  in  the  declaration. 

This  case  came  up  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York,  on  a  certificate 
of  division  in  opinion  between  the  judees  thereof. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  3ie  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Gfillet  for  the  plaintiff^  on  which  side 
there  was  also  filed  a  brief  of  Mr.  Reed,  and  by  Mr.  0*  Comior 
for  the  defendants,  on  which  side  there  was  also  a  brief  of 
ifr.  SWman. 

The  following  notice  of  the  points  made  by  the  couu^cL  for 
the  plaintiff  is  token  from  the  brief  of  Mr.  wUei : 

POINTS. 

First. — Under  the  averments  in  the  declarationj  the  plaintiff  haa 
a  lawful  right  to  prove  that  he  toa^  engaged  in  business^  its  character 
and  extent. 

The  am'ount  of  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  essentially 
depended  upon  questions,  whether  the  plaintiff'  was  engaged 
in  business,  its  peculiar  character,  and  the  extent  of  it. 

Th3  plaintiff  would  suffer  more  damage  if  deprived  of  a 
good  business,  than  if  he  had  none  to  lose. 

Its  character  miffht  be  such  that  he  could  not  attend  to  it  at 
all,  or  only  jpartially  so,  after  his  iiyury. 

If  his  business  was  large,  so  as  to  require  health,  strength, 
and  talents,  he  would  lose  more  than  if  it  were  smalU  and 
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easily  attended  to.    He  could  hire  a  substitute  to  attend  to  the 
latter  for  a  less  sum  than  he  could  to  transact  the  former. 

The  evidence  offered  was  clearly  admissible  for  these  pur- 
poses, and  went  to  show  the  damage  actually  sustained.  K 
the  plaintiff's  business  had  been  that  of  a  day  laborer,  who 
could  only  earn  a  dollar  per  day,  his  actual  loss  would  be  far 
less  than  if  he  had  been  earning  ten.  If  he  had  been  cm* 
ployed  on  wages,  the  injury  could  have  been  ascertained  bj 
proving  the  compensation  he  received. 

When  engaged  in  his  own  business,  the  extent  of  his  loss 
could  only  be  ascertained  by  proving  the  nature  and  extent 
of  his  business,  so  as  to  show  how  much  his  services  were 
actually  worth  to  himself.  If  his  business  were  small,  and 
easily  managed,  the  damage  would  be  less  than  if  it  were  large, 
and  managed  with  difficulty.  The  manager  of  a  large  planta- 
tion would  sustain  more  damage  by  loss  of  his  time  than  the 
manager  of  a  small  patch  of  land.  A  lawyer  earning  ten  thou- 
sand dollars  per  annum  would  sustain  a  greater  loss  in  being 
rendered  unfit  '  for  business,  than  would  a  pettifogger  who 
could  only  earn  a  hundred  or  two. 

Sbcond. — Future  as  weU  as  present  losses  may  be  considered'  in 
estimating  damages. 

When  a  party  loses  a  leg  or  arm,  in  estimating  his  real  loss, 
we  look  to  nis  probable  future  under  the  state  of  his  injury,  to 
form  an  opinion  of  the  damages  he  has  sustained.  If  the  in- 
jury is  temporary,  the  damages  will  be  far  less  than  if  lasting 
ana  permanent.  A  flesh  wound  will  soon  heal,  but  a  lost 
limb  cannot  be  restored ;  both  should,  however,  be  considered 
in  estimating  the  damages  sustained — ^the  loss  of  a  limb  will 
be  continually  felt  as  long  as  the  party  losing  shall  live,  and 
hence  a  young  person  wilT  sustain  a  greater  mjury  than  one 
whose  life  is  nearly  ended.  If  the  mind  is  destroyed,  the  loss 
to  a  young  man,  who  is  supposed  to  have  more  years  before 
him  than  an  old  one,  is  much  greater  than  with  one  whose 
years  are  drawing  to  a  close,  it  follows,  that  the  probable 
future  of  the  injured  party  is  a  proper  subject  of  consideration. 

Third. — The  damage  alleged  in  the  declaration  loas  special^  as 
distinguished  from  particular  damage. 

Particular  damage  is  where  the  particular  instance  of  dam- 
age is  avowed;  special  damage  is  where  the  loss  follows  from 
a  specific  statement  of  a  fact,  which  generally  or  naturally  re- 
sults from  the  statement,  as  a  cause  competent  to  entail  such  a 
consequence. 

The  declaration  avers  that  the  injurv  affected  the  plaintiff's 
brain,  and  aftected  his  memory  and  understanding,  which 
were  impaired  thereby;  and  that  he  lost  his  sense  of  nearing; 
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and  that  he  would  hereafter  suffer  much  mental  and  bod3j 

Sain  and  anguish,  as  well  as  personal  mortification/  Th« 
amages  so  specified  were  special,  but  not  particular— *tiie 
averment  is,  that  they  resulted  from  the  injury.  If  the  iniury 
complained  of  affected  and  injured  his  brain,  and  impaired  his 
understanding,  and  he  lost  his  sense  of  hearing,  a  necessary 
and  natural  consequence  was,  that  he  was  incompetent  to  at- 
tend to  any  business,  and  especially  such  as  that  in  which  he 
was  engaged. 

A  man  who  could  not  hear,  luid  whose  brain  was  injured 
and  affected,  and  his  memory  and  understanding  injured  and 
impaired,  was  not  competent  to  pursue  the  business  in  which 
the  plaintiff  was  engaged,  even  though  he  might  have  been 
able  to  attend  to  some  kinds  of  business,  like  tending  a  por- 
ter's lodge,  where  veiy  little  memory  or  understanding  is  re- 
quired. If  the  plaintiff  were  not  permitted  to  prove  these  con- 
sequences, necessarily  resulting  from  facts  specifically  avowed, 
then  he  would  be  debarred  presenting  a  very  essential  part  of 
his  case,  and  would  be  prevented  from  recovering  the  whole 
amount  of  damages  actually  sustained.  This  would  occasion 
gross  injustice.  When  a  person  is  made  deaf,  his  memory  and 
understanding  injured  and  impaired,  it  is  hardly  possible  that 
any  pecuniary  damage  can  make  him  good:  he  cannot  be  fit 
for  business ;  he  can  do  nothing  and  earn  nothing  in  his  busi- 
ness, if  it  should  require  the  exercise  of  hearing,  or  memoiy, 
or  understanding.  Aside  from  the  pecuniary  consequences 
resulting  from  such  an  injury,  his  life  must  be  one  both  mo- 
notonous and  irksome,  and  almost  wholly  destitute  of  those 
pleasures  and  that  happiness  which  those  m  full  health,  bodily 
and  mentally,  must  ever  eigoy. 

Fourth. —  When  the  action  can  be  mcmtamed  vriihmU  specifying 
any  particular  damage^  U  is  not  necessary  to  aioer  ariy  particular  m- 
stance  of  damaae. 

When  the  law  implies  damage,  there  can  be  no  reason  for 
stating  it  with  particularity.  If  a  person  loses  an  eye,  an  ear^ 
a  limb,  or  his  general  health,  the  law  implies  damage,  the  same 
as  if  deprived  of  his  property  or  any  other  legal  lignt.  Words 
actionable  in  themselves  implv  damage,  and  none  need  be 
proved;  but  if  actionable  only  by  reason  of  some  conse- 
quence which  might  or  might  not  follow,  then  the  particular 
damage  must  be  averred  and  proved.  The  loss  of  hearing,  ot 
memory,  and  understanding,  imply  injury,  and  necessarily  and 
naturally  result  therefrom,  and  no  particular  damage  need  be 
averred  or  proved.  This  change  in  the  condition  of  a  person 
cannot  be  made  without  producing  injury  to  him  in  his  peca* 
niary  circumstances  and  in  his  eiyoyments.    Such  an  ii^joiy 
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would  lessen,  if  not  destroy,  his  ability  to  maintain  and  support 
his  family  by  his  own  exertions. 

It  required  no  averment  in  the  declaration  to  apprise  tiie 
defendant  that  such  consequences  must  result  from  the  injuries 
specified.  They  are  so  necessary  and  natural  that  no  one  could 
mistake  them.  Every  common  understanding  must  arrive  at 
the  same  conclusion. 

Fifth. — The  emdenee  offered  tended  to  prove  necessary  and  natur- 
al injurious  consequences  arising  from  the  injury  to  ihe  flaxntiffj 
within  the  settled  rules  of  law. 

The  courts  have  furnished  precedents  that  clearly  bustain 
the  oflfer  of  the  plaintiff  below,  and  so  do  the  elementary 
writers.  Mayne  on  Damages,  the  latest  and  best  English  writer, 
says: 

*^  Special  damage  must  always  be  expressly  averred  and 
proved,  when  it  is  so  much  the  gist  of  the  action,  that  without 
it  no  suit  could  be  maintained. "-^P.  814. 

''It  is  not)  however,  necessary  to  state  or  establish  particular 
instances  of  damage." — ^P.  815. 

''In  all  other  cases,  whether  the  action  be  on  contract,  or  in 
tort,  if  the  facts  involve  a  legal  iqjnrfr,  no  actual  damage  need 
be  stated."— P.  16. 

"In  contracts,  too,  there  are  certain  damages  which  the  law 
will  presume;  as,  for  instance,  in  an  action  for  not  delivering 

foods;  that  the  plaintiff  had  to  buy  others  at  a  loss.     *    *     ♦ 
'he  extent  of  the  loss  must  bo  proved ;  but  no  notice  need  be 
S'ven  of  the  species  of  loss  which  will  be  set  up.    But  it  if 
fferent  where  the  injury  complained  of  is  merely  secondary 
and  consequential  damage." — ^P.  816. 

"In  an  action  for  slandering  a  man  in  his  trade,  when  the 
declaration  alleges  that  he  thereby  lost  his  trade,  he  ma^  show 
a  general  damage  to  his  trade,  though  he  cannot  give  evidence 
of  particular  instances." — ^P.  817. 

"So  if  one,  not  a  carpenter,  sell  timber  which  the  purchaser 
uses  to  prop  up  his  building,  and,  by  reason  of  the  timoer  beinf 
defective,  tiie  ouilding  fall  and  be  destroyed,  if  the  seller  actea 
in  good  faith,  and  was  ignorant  of  the  defect,  he  will  only  be 
liable  for  the  difference  in  price  between  good  timber  and  that 
sold.  If,  however,  the  seller  was  a  carpenter,  who  sold  the 
timber  for  the  express  purpose  of  propping  up  the  house,  then 
he  shall  be  liable  for  all  the  damage  done  to  the  building." — 
Sedpfick  on  Damages^  65. 

He  Quotes  from  Chitty,  at  p.  675,  where  the  role  is  laid  down 
as  in  the  decisions  I  have  copied. 

These  views  are  sustained  by  various  decisions.— Dei/wil  t 
WUisej  9  Wen.,  825. 
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Defendant  hired  plaintiff's  ferry,  and  covenanted  to  main- 
tain and  keep  the  same  in  good  order;  but,  instead  of  doing 
so,  he  diverted  travellers  from  the  usual  landing  to  another 
landing,  owned  by  himself,  by  means  of  which  a  tavern  stand, 
belonging  to  the  plaintifi^  situated  at  his  landing,  was  so  re- 
duced in  business  as  to  become  tenantless.  It  was  hdd  that 
the  plaintiff  could  recover.  The  court  determined  that  the 
damages  proved  were  a  legitimate  claim,  and  the  Ugal  and 
natural  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the  covenant. 

Dickinson  v.  Boyle,  17  Pick.,  78,  79: 

"Where  the  act  complained  of  is  admitted  to  have  been  done 
with  force,  and  to  constitute  a  proper  ground  for  an  action  of 
trespass  vi  et  armia,  all  the  damage  to  the  plaintiff  of  which 
such  injurious  act  was  the  efficient  cause,  and  for  which  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  any  form,  may  be  recovered  in 
such  action,  although  in  point  of  time  such  damage  did  not 
occur  until  some  time  after  the  act  done. 

"  Where  special  or  peculiar  damages  are  claimed,  such  as 
are  not  the  usual  or  natural  consequences  of  the  act  done,  it 
is  proper  to  set  them  forth  specially  in  the  declaration,  by  way  of 
aggravaiion^  that  the  defendant  may  have  due  notice  of  the  claim." 

Souier  v.  Gould,  14  Wen.,  159,  160: 

"  Where  the  damages  actually  sustained  do  not  necessarily 
arise  from  the  act  complained  of,  and  consequently  are  not 
implied  by  law,  in  order  to  prevent  surprise  to  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  must  state  in  his  declaration  the  particular  damage 
which  he  has  sustained,  or  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  give 
evidence  of  it  upon  the  trial." 

Vanderslice  v.  Newton,  4  Comst.,  180,  182 : 

Towing  a  boat  from  New  York  to  Albany,  or  as  fisur  as  it 
could  but  for  the  ice. 

"With  respect  to  the  damages,  the  general  rule  in  questions 
of  this  nature  is,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  as  a 
recompense  for  his  injury,  all  the  damages  which  are  the  nat- 
ural and  proximate  consequence  of  the  act  complained  of,  (2 
GreenL  Ev.,  §  256.)    Those  which  necessarily  result  from  the 
injury  are  termed  general  damages,  and  may  be  shown  under 
the  general  allegation  of  damages  at  the  end  of  the  declaration 
But  such  damages  as  are  the  natural,  although  not  the  necos 
sary,  result  of  the  injury,  are  termed  special  damages,  and  must. 
be  stated  in  the  declaration,  to  prevent  surprise  upon  the  de 
fendant;  and  being  so  stated,  may  be  recovered." 

Ward  V.  Smith,  11  Price,  Exch.R,  19.— (Eng.  Exc.  R.,  19:) 

Suit  in  assumpsit  for  not  performing  an  agreement  to  let 
the  plaintiff  into  the  possession  of  certain  apartments  and  fur 
niture. 
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The  plaintiff  proved  that  his  wife  was  a  milliner^  and  lost 
business  in  the  best  part  of  the  season  by  not  being  permitted 
to  take  possession. 

'^A  plaintiff  in  such  an  action  may  give  evidence  by  partic- 
ular loss  sustained  by  breach  of  such  an  agreement,  if  he  have 
stated  loss  generallv  in  his  declaration.  Therefore,  evidence 
of  loss  of  business  by  plaintiff's  wife  in  her  trade  of  milliner 
held  admissible,  in  such  a  case,  as  evidence  of  eeneral  damage, 
where  no  special  damage  on  that  ^ound  was  laid  in  the  dec- 
laration, nor  any  customers  named,  nor  any  averment  of  her 
business  introduced." 

Baron  Graham  expressed  himself  fully  upon  this  point 

Hutchinson  v.  Granger,  18  Vt.,  886 : 

^'Oeneral  damage,  or  such  as  is  the  common  or  ordinary 
oonsequence  of  the  act  complained  of,  need  not  be  specially 
alleged  in  the  declaration ;  and  if  some  portion  of  the  plaintiff 'fr 
general  damages  be  alleged,  this  will  not  preclude  him  from 
giving  evidence  of  other  general  damage. 

"In  actions  for  flowing  land,  the  iiyury,  f.  e.,  the  flowing  the 
land,  and  the  means  by  which  it  was  done,  must  be  sybstantiaU 
ly  alleged ;  but  any  general  damage,  such  as  rendering  the  land 
wet  and  unproductive,  and  more  difficult  to  cultivate,  and  de- 
stroying crops,  either  in  the  process  of  growth  or  harvesting, 
need  not  be  alleged." 

Lincoln  v.  Saratoga  and  Schenectady  Railroad  Company,  28 
Wen.,  426: 

Suit  by  passenger  for  injury  to  his  person,  when  travelling 
upon  defendant's  road.    Nelson,  J. 

Opinions  as  to  the  value  of  plaintiff's  time  had  been  given 
m  evidence,  and  new  trial  granted  on  that  account. 

"Even  with  the  jury,  the  damage  bejond  actual  expenses  at 
best  rise  but  little  above  coi^jecture ;  it  is  so  in  every  case  where 
they  are  called  upon  to  estimate  the  loss  of  the  plamtiff  *s  time. 
How  serviceable  it  might  have  been  to  him,  aepends  upon  a 
calculation  of  the  changes  and  vicissitudes  of  life,  the  casual- 
ties and  fluctuations  of  business,  utterly  beyond  the  reach  of 
human  foresight.  The  most  they  can  do  is  to  bring  to  the 
discharge  of  their  duties  a  careful  and  diligent  consideration 
of  the  particular  case,  a  knowledge  and  experience  of  the  gen- 
eral condition  and  business  affairs  of  mankind,  to  which  all 
are  more  or  less  subject,  a  sound  and  enlightened  judgment, 
and  honest  desire  to  arrive  at  truth  and  justice  between  the 
parties.  No  more  can  be  expected;  no  less,  justified.  The 
result  will  usually  be  an  approximation  to  reasonable  in- 
demnity, as  near  as  the  interpretation  of  human  tribunals  will 
admit 
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^^  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  some  of  the  questionB  put  in 
respect  to  the  effect  of  the  injury  to  the  limb  were  pushed  into 
consequences  and  conjectures  too  remote  for  the  subject  of 
judicial  investigation.  The  present  and  probable  ftiture  con- 
dition of  it  were  proper  matters  for  inquiry;  but  the  conse* 
auences  of  a  hvpothetical  second  fracture  were  obviously  beyond 
le  range  of  it,  and  calculated  to  draw  the  mind  of  the  jury 
into  &nciful  conjectures." 
Driggs  V.  Dwight,  17  Wen.,  71 : 

*^  Where  a  party  agrees  to  demise  certain  premises  to  another, 
who  breaks  up  his  establishment,  and  proceeds  with  his  family 
and  furniture  to  the  place  where  the  premises  are  situate,  and 
the  landlord  refuses  to  give  possession,  the  tenant  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  damages  sustained  by  him  by  such  removal  of  his 
family  and  famiture,  although  special  oamage  is  not  alleged 
In  the  declaration." 

The  English  cases  sustaining  the  principles  contended  for 
are  referred  to  in  Mayne  on  Damages,  at  the  pages  referred  to 
in  that  work. 

Mr.  SiUinum  and  Mr.  0'  Connor  made  the  following  points : 

ISrst  Point — ^Assuming,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  a 
person  suffering  a  personal  injury  which  disqualifies  him  from 
prosecuting  a  particular  business  in  which  he  is  engaged,  may 
recover  in  an  action  ex  eoMradu  or  ex  delicto  brought  against 
the  party  from  whose  willfulness  or  negligence  such  injury 
resulted,  the  value  of  the  employment  thus  lost,  or  that^  in 
some  more  loose  or  general  way,  the  nature  of  such  business 
may  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury  in  estimating  dam- 
ages, then  it  is  submitt^  that  the  established  rules  of  pleading 
and  evidence  require,  as  an  indispensable  condition  to  the  ad- 
mission of  proo^  that  the  business  and  the  &/ct  of  its  loss  be 
particularly  set  forth  in  the  declaration. 

I.  Under  a  general  allegation  of  damage,  the  plaintiff  can 
only  recover  general  damages.  General  damages  are  such  as 
necessarily  resmt  from  the  injury  alleged  under  the  circ:imstances 
set  forth.  These  the  law  presumes,  and  they  need  not  be  al- 
leged with  any  particularity,  nor  even  proved. 

C.  Special  damages  are  such  as  result  from  some  cause  not 
notified  to  the  defendant  by  the  very  description  of  the  injury 
complained  of,  as  necessarily  resulting  from  it.  Any  fact 
which  rendered  it  more  hurtful  to  the  plaintiff  than  it  would 
have  been  to  any  other  person,  under  tne  same  circumstances 
set  forth,  is  a  special  damage;  and^  consequentlv,  it  cannot  be 
given  in  evidence,  unless  specially  set  forth  in  the  declaration. 
The  object  of  this  rule  is  to  prevent  surprise.   (1  Chitty's  Plead* 
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inga,  pp.  896, 896, 897, 898;  2  Greenleaf' s  Ev.,  §§  254, 2T8,  and 
notes;  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  2d  edition,  p.  575.) 

m.  This  rule  is  of  universal  application.  No  case  has  been 
found,  nor  any  dictum  of  an  elementary  writer,  recognisinjj 
any  distinction,  in  this  respect,  between  actions  ex  delicto  and 
actions  ex  contraciUj  or  between  the  different  forms  of  action, 
or  between  the  various  causes  of  action.  (8  Bouvier's  Insti- 
tuves,  §  2872;  J.  8.  Saunders's  Pleadings  and  Ev.,  136,  800; 
lb.,  88,  106,  151,  906,  844;  ib.,  865,  520,  658,  660;  Pettit  w. 
Addin^ouy  Peake's  BT.  P.  Cases,  68 ;  Lowden  v,  Goodrich,  ib., 
46;  Westwood  v.  Cowne,  1  Starkie's  R.,  172;  Bodley  v.  Reyn- 
olds, 8  Ad.  and  Ellis,  780;  Bovden  v.  Burke,  14  How.,  575; 
Kendall  v.  Stokes,  8  How.,  87,  90,  102;  Strang  v.  Whitehead, 
12\Vend.,  66;  Pritchett  v.  Bovey,  1  Cr.  and  Meeson,  778; 
Jone%  V.  Lewis,  9  Dowlings  Pr.  Cases,  150;  Richardson  v. 
Chasei ,  10  Ad.  and  Ellis,  N.  S.,  756, 759;  Patten  v.  Libby,  82 
Maine,  878;  Vanderslice  v.  Newton,  4  Comstock  R„  182, 188; 
DumoiiC  V.  Smith,  4  Denio,  822 ;  Alston  v,  Huggins,  8  Brevard, 
188;  Dickinson  v.  Boyle,  17  Pick.,  79;  Furlong  v.  Polleys,  80 
Maine,  498 ;  Lewis  v.  Calder,  8  Burr.  Penn.  Rep.,  479 ;  Bogart  v. 
Burkhalter,  2  Barbours  S.  C.  R.,  525;  Squier  v.  Gould,  14 
Wend.,  160.) 

IV.  Jn  slander  and  libel,  when  the  action  lies  only  by  rea- 
son that  the  defamatory  matter  complained  of  touched  the 
plaintiff  in  some  particular  ofice,  employment,  or  relation,  the 
averment  of  that  office,  Ac,  is  not  called  by  pleaders  an  aver- 
ment of  special  damages.  It  is  a  part  of  the  cause  of  action ; 
but  being  notified  to  the  d^endanty  it  may  be  proved,  and,  of 
course,  may  have  its  just  weight  with  the  jury.  Here  there  is 
no  danger  of  surprise.  (Ingram  v.  Lawson,  6  Bingh.  N.  C, 
212;  ib.,  8  Scott,  775;  9  Carr  and  Payne,  826;  1  Selden's  N. 
Y.  R^.,  20;  Donnell  v.  Jones,  17  Alabama,  692  to  695;  S.  C, 
13  Alab.  R.,  509, 510;  Delegall  v.  Highley,  8  Carr  and  Payne, 
444;  RoUin  v.  Stewart,  25  Eng.  L.  and  Eq.  R.,  845.) 

V.  In  oases  of  defamation,  where  the  matter  is  not  actiona- 
ble generally,  nor  actionable  so  as  to  rive  a  right  to  general 
damage,  by  reason  of  its  touching  the  plaintiff  in  his  particular 
office,  emplovment,  J&c,  the  plaintiff  is  obliged  to  aver  in  his 
declaration  tne  special  damage  on  which  he  relies,  and  to  prove 
it  at  the  trial.  All  the  acyudications  arising  under  this  head 
in  our  law,  whether  on  demurrer,  or  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or 
for  variance  at  the  trial,  are  so  many  illustrations  of  the  rule 
contended  for  in  this  point.  (Malachi  o.  Soper,  8  Bingh.  N. 
C,  871.) 

Seeond  JPomL—As  the  iefendants,  on  being  charged  with 
uie  injuiy  alleged  in  the  declaration,  could  not  learn,  frow 
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niiythiiig  in  the  narrative  of  its  occurrence  and  conseqnencds^ 
tLat  the  plaintiff  was  connected  with  a  particular  business  car- 
ried on  in  l^orth  Carolina,  it  would  be  a  great  surprise  upon 
them  to  allow  evidence  of  that  fact.  Therefore,  the  evidence 
mentioned  in  the  first  division  should  be  excluded. 

L  There  is  nothing  on  this  subject  contained  in  the  declara- 
tion, which,  according  to  the  precedents  and  authorities,  could 
be  otherwise  regarded  than  as  a  general  averment  that  the 
plaintiff  was  disabled  by  his  hurt.  ^Rogers  v.  Nowill,  11  Jurist, 
1039;  Malachi  v.  Soper,  3  Bingh.  ]N.  C.,  371;  1  Strange,  666; 
W.  Jones,  196;  Buller's  N.  P.,  7;  1  Sid.,  896;  1  Saunders's 
R.,  846 ;  Linden  v.  Graham,  1  Duer,  670.)  For  proper  plead- 
ing, see  Collet  v,  Lond.  and  N.  W.  Railway  Co.,  6  Eng.  L. 
and  Eq.,  805;  Brewer  v.  Drew,  11  M.  and  Welsby,  626,  630; 
Hodsoll  V.  §tallbrass,  9  Car.  and  Payne,  68. 

n.  There  was  no  difficulty  in  stating  in  the  declaration  the 
special  consequential  injury  offered  to  be  proven.  It  was  not 
a  violation  of  decency  to  place  it  on  the  record ;  it  did  not  tend 
to  burdensome  prolixity ;  it  was  known  to  tJie  plaintiff,  and 
quite  susceptible  of  being  accurately  described  by  him.  There 
was«  consequently,  no  excuse  for  its  suppression.  (2  Williams's 
Saunders,  411,  note  4,  8  T.  R.,  188;  1  Starkie's  R.,  172;  Low- 
den  V.  Goodrich,  Peake's  N.  P.  Cases,  46;  2  Greenleaf's  Ev., 
§  278;  Per  Kenyon,  L.  Ch.  J.,  8  T.  R.,  188.)  Anomalous 
Cases.  (Driggs  v.  Dwight,  17  Wend.,  71;  Ward  v.  Smith,  11 
Price,  19;  See  TuUid^e  v.  Wade,  8  Wils.,  19.) 

m.  This  evidence  is  the  more  objectionable,  if  unaccompa- 
nied by  any  proof  of  the  particular  value  of  this  large  and  ex- 
tensive business  of  distilling  and  manufacturinfi^  turpentine,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  was  enga^d.  If  such  evidence  must  be 
admitted,  it  would  be  mucn  feirer  to  admit  it  with  particular 
and  certain  proof  of  the  value  of  the  business,  than  in  a  vague, 
loose,  and  indefinite  form.  Far  better  that  the  defendants 
should  be  tried  without  notice,  on  evidence  appealing  to  the 
Judgment  of  the  jury,  than  on  an  inflated  address  to  their 
imaginations.     (Fairman  v.  Fluck,  5  Watts,  518.) 

T/iird  Point — ^Evidence  that  the  injury  would  permanently' 
disqualify  the  plaintiff  from  pursuing  any  business,  was  objec- 
tionable in  a  twofold  point  of  view.  In  the  first  place,  thd 
declaration  does  not  aflarmatively  allege  that  the  injury  would 
produce  any  such  result,  or  that  the  defendant  was  a  person 
engaged  in  any  business ;  and  secondly,  inasmuch  as  in  speak- 
ing of  bodily  pain,  &c.,  the  declaration  has  Sifiiture  aspect,  and 
the  general  allegation  of  consequent  incapacity  to  attend  to 
affairs  is  confined  to  the  past;  the  idea  of  any  probable  future 
inciapacity  is  impliedly  negatived.    The  point  involved  in  the 
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iecond  division  ought  therefore  to  be  certified  in  favor  of  the 
defendants.  (Hodsoll  v.  Stallbrass,  9  C.  and  Payne,  68;  S.  C, 
8  Perry  and  I)avi8on,  200;  Thompsons.  Wood,  4  Ad.  and 
ElUs,  K  B.,  497.) 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  comes  before  this  court  upon  a  certificate  of  the 
judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  south- 
em  district  of  New  York,  of  their  division  in  opinion  upon 
questions  arising  in  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  that  court 

It  is  an  action  a^inst  the  owners  of  a  steam  ferry  boat,  ply- 
ing between  the  cities  of  New  York  and  Brooklyn,  for  the 
transportation  of  passengers,  by  the  plaintifiT,  a  passenger,  who 
sufiered  an  injury  in  consequence  of  a  collision  between  two 
boats  belonging  to  the  defendants,  and  which  was  attributable 
to  the  mismanagement  of  the  servants  and  agents  to  whom 
their  navigation  was  intrusted. 

The  declaration  charges,  that  the  plaintiff  was  wounded  on 
the  head  by  a  blow' from  a  piece  of  iron  that  had  been  broken 
off  the  boat  on  which  he  was  a  passenger,  in  the  collision,  and 
thrown  against  him.  That,  in  consequence  of  the  wound,  his 
brain  was  affected  and  injured,  so  that  his  understanding  and 
memory  were  impaired.  That  for  some  time  he  was  insensi- 
ble, and  his  life  despaired  of;  and  before  his  recovery,  he  suf- 
fered much  mental  and  bodily  pain.  That  he  was  detained  in 
New  York,  at  a  distance  from  his  home,  and  subjected  to  much 
expense  about  his  care,  support,  and  maintenance,  and  had 
been  hindered  and  prevented  for  a  lone  period  from  transact- 
ing and  attending  to  his  necessary  and  lawful  affairs,  by  him 
during  all  that  time  to  be  performed  and  transacted ;  and  lost 
and  was  deprived  of  great  gains,  profits,  and  advantages, 
which  he  might  and  otherwise  would  have  derived  and  ac- 
quired. 

The  plea  was  the  general  issue. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  to  prove,  "that  before 
and  up  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  injury,  the  particular 
business  in  which  he  was  engaged  was  that  of  a  distiller  and 
manufacturer  of  turpentine,  and  that  he  was  lai^ely  and  ex- 
tensively engaged  in  that  business."  The  plaintiff  also  offered 
"to  prove,  by  a  physician  who  had  attended  the  plaintiff,  that 
when  the  plaintiff,  after  his  convalescence,  left  New  York  to 
return  to  North  Carolina,  he  (plaintiff)  could  not  safely  attend 
to  any  business  or  occupation,  and  that  the  witness  deemed  it 
imprudent  and  indiscreet  for  the  plaintiff  thenceforth  to  devote 
himself  to  any  business."    To  this  evidence  the  defendants' 
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counsel  objected,  on  the  gronnd  that  the  declaration  of  the 
plaintiff  did  not  contain  any  B]^ecification  of  such  business,  or 
of  its  nature  or  extent,  or  contain  any  statement  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  obliged  or  did  relinquish  or  abandon  the  same.  The 
judges  were  divided  in  opinion  as  to  the  admissibility  of  such 
evidence,  and  have  certified  the  questions  for  the  decision  of 
this  court. 

The  precise  object  for  which  this  evidence  was  adduced  is 
not  stated  in  the  certificate  of  the  judges;  but  if  the  evidence 
tends  to  support  any  issue  between  the  parties,  or  has  a  direct 
connection  with  other  evidence  competent  to  maintain  the 
averments  of  the  declaration,  either  to  illustrate  its  meaning 
or  to  ascertain  its  probative  effect,  it  cannot  be  rejected  as  im- 
pertinent^ or  as  founded  upon  matter  that  does  not  appear  in 
the  pleadmgs  of  the  cause.  The  evidence  objected  to  conduces 
to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  seriously  injured;  that  he  had 
been  confined  in  fTew  York,  at  a  distance  from  his  home,  and 
had  incurred  expense  in  consequence.  That,  before  that  time, 
he  had  been  concerned  in  conducting  a  business  that  required 
a  degree  of  mental  and  bodily  vigor,  and  that  bis  time  was  of 
some  pecuniary  value;  or,  that  he  had  suflered  a  loss  of  some 
profit;  and  that,  after  some  detention  in  New  York,  he  had 
returned  to  .his  house  in  an  infirm  condition — so  infirm  that 
his  medical  attendant  and  adviser  deemed  him  incapable  of 

Eursuing  anjr  ordinary  business  or  occupation,  and  had  advised 
im  to  abstain  from  personal  exertion. 

This  evidence  would  certainl;^  assist  a  jurjr  to  determine 
that  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  an  ii\jury  of  no  slight  character — 
an  injury  to  his  person,  and  which  was  followed  by  expense, 
suffering,  and  loss  of  time,  which  had  for  him  a  pecuniary 
value. 

These  were  the  direct  and  necessary  consequences  of  the  in- 
juiy,  and  sustained  strictly  and  almost  exclusively  as  an  effect 
from  it.  This  evidence  may  have  an  application  without  any 
inquiry  into  any  remote  or  contingent  consequences  which 
30uld  not  have  been  foreseen,  or  which  were  peculiar  to  the 
circumstances  or  condition  of  the  plaintiff.  Tne  record  does 
not  inform  us  that  the  evidence  was  designed  to  aid  in  such 
irrelevant  inquiries,  and  we  cannot  presume  that,  if  admitted, 
the  court  would  allow  any  misconstraction  of  its  legal  import, 
or  any  use  of  it  by  the  jury,  contrary  to  law. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  is,  that  the  evidence  is  competent, 
and  we  airect  that  the  certificate  to  the  Circuit  Court  snail  be 
made  accordingly. 
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RoBXBT  HuDoiNSy  John  L.  Hudgiks,  Elliott  W.  Hudgikb,  akd 
Rbbbcca  p.  Hudgins,  Exbcutrix  of  Albbbt  G.  Hudgikb, 

DBCBA8BD,    APPBLLANTB,    V.    WyKDHAM    EbMP,    AbBIOHBB    IN 

Bankbuptcy  of  John  L.  Hudginb. 

Deedf  of  large  trsete  of  land  made  by  a  grantor  when  deeplr  in  deb4|  and  when 
salts  were  pending  against  blm,  and  who  shortly  afterwards  petitioned  for  the 
benefit  of  the  bankrupt  act,  the  possession  and  oecnpation  of  the  land  continuing 
the  same  after  the  sale  as  before,  and  the  consideration  monej  one-half  only  of 
the  aetoal  Talne,  held  to  be  frandnlent  and  void  as  against  creditors. 

Bzceptions  to  the  master's  report  respecting  rents  and  profits  not  having  been 
taken  In  the  court  below,  they  cannot  be  sustained  in  this  court 

Thib  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
dnited  States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Yir^nia.  The  bill  was 
originally  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court  by  Edmund  Christiau, 

ieneral  assignee  in  bankruptcy  in  said  district,  on  the  19th  of 
[a^,  1845 ;  and  upon  his  death,  Wyndham  Kempwas  appointed 
assignee,  on  the  12th  of  May,  1852,  by  the  i)istrict  Court. 
After  that^  Eemp  prosecuted  the  suit. 

On  or  about  tne  17th  of  February,  1848,  John  L.  Hudgins 
filed  his  petition  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Virginia,  praying  that  he  might  have  the 
benefit  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  19,  1841,  to  establish 
a  uniform  system  of  bankruptcy  throughout  the  United  States, 
and  that  he  mieht  be  deemed  and  declared  a  bankrupt  under 
said  law;  and  tne  usual  proceedings  haviug  been  taken  upon 
said  petition,  the  said  John  L.  Huagins  was,  on  the  20th  May, 
1848,  duly  adjudged  and  declared  to  be  a  bankrupt;  and  Ed- 
mund Christian,  the  general  assi^ee  in  bankruptcy  in  said 
district,  was  thereupon  duly  appointed,  by  said  court,  the  as- 
signee in  bankruptcy  of  said  John  L.  Hudgins. 

Other  proceedings  were  had  in  the  District  Court,  which  it 
is  not  material  here  to  mention. 

On  the  17th  of  May,  1845,  the  following  points  and  questions 
were  adjourned  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  decision : 

1.  Is  the  allegation  of  the  objectors  to  the  discharge  of  the 
bankrupt,  that  the  deed  executed  by  said  John  L.  Hudgins, 
bearing  date  the  1st  day  of  March,  1842,  to  Elliott  W.  Hudffins, 
conveying  all  the  rest  of  his  laud  in  York,  not  conveyed  by  a 
previous  deed  of  6di  September,  1889,  is  a  fraudulent  deed 
within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  law,  sustained  by  the  evi* 
deuce  in  this  cause? 

2.  Is  the  allegation  of  the  objectors,  that  the  deed  executed 
by  said  John  L.  Hudgins  to  Houlder  Hudgins,  dated  19th 
July,  1842,  stating  a  consideration  of  $4,000,  is  a  fraudulent 
deed  within  tiie  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  law,  sustained  by 
theproofef 
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8.  £s  the  deed  of  the  2l8t  February,  1842,  in  which  John  L 
Uudgins  conveys  to  Robert  Hudgins,  for  an  alleged  considera 
tion  of  $6,000,  his  tract  of  land  in  Matthews  county,  proved 
to  be  a  fraudulent  deed  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt 
law? 

4.  Are  the  allegations  of  the  objectors,  that  the  petitioner 
concealed  himself  and  his  effects,  so  as  to  prevent  the  execu- 
tion of  process,  and  the  deeds  aforesaid  were  made  for  the 
purpose  of  ebigning  and  removing  his  property  so  as  to  defraud 
his  creditors,  shown  to  be  true  ? 

6.  Whether  it  is  proved  that  the  said  John  L.  Hudgins  has 
not  made  a  true  and  faithful  schedule  of  all  his  estate  and  prop- 
erty, nor  a  full  and  true  statement  of  all  the  debts  due  him  ? 

6.  Finally,  whether  the  petitioner,  on  any  or  all  of  tiie  above 
grounds,  ought  to  be  refused  a  discharffe  from  his  debts? 

On  the  19th  of  May,  two  days  after  me  above  questions  had 
been  adjourned  to  the  Circuit  Court,  the  assignee  filed  his  bill 
in  that  court,  alleging  that  the  conveyances  above  mentioned 
were  fraudulent  and  void,  and  praying  that  they  might  be  set 
aside.  The  proceedings  which  took  place  thereupon  are  set 
forth  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

On  the  27th  of  June,  1865,  the  Circuit  Court  passed  its  final 
decree,  confirming  the  report  of  the  master,  and  ordering 
the  property  in  question  to  be  sold  by  the  assignee.  From  this 
decree  the  defendants  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  case  was  areued  by  Mr.  Lyons  and  Mr.  Johnson  for  the 
appellant,  and  by  Mr,  Robinson  and  Mr.  PaiUm  for  the  appellees. 

This  being  a  case  where  much  of  the  arguments  was  cm- 
ployed  in  the  examination  and  comparison  of  evidence,  only 
the  points  raised  upon  each  side  can  be  mentioned. 

For  the  appellants : 

L  There  is  no  proof  of  any  fraud  upon  the  part  of  Robert 
Hudgins,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  proof  is  clear  and  unques- 
tioned, that  he  paid  the  cash  price  which  his  deed  calls  for,  to 
John  L.  Hudgins,  which,  with  the  charges  upon  the  property, 
amounted  to  its  full  value.  Neither  is  there  any  proof  of  fraud 
m  this  transaction  by  John  L.  Hudgins. 

n.  There  is  an  abortive  attempt  at  such  proof.  But  if  it 
^ere  shown  by  the  clearest  proof  that  John  L.  Hudgins  had 
acted  with  the  most  covinous  and  fraudulent  design  in  making 
his  conveyance,  that  design  would  not  affect  Robert  Hudgins, 
unless  it  was  shown  that  Robert  Hudgins  participated  in  it,  or, 
at  the  leasts  had  knowledge  of  it.    A  purchaser  of  property 
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for  Taluable  consideration  can  never  be  affected,  and  have  hiB 
title  destroyed,  because  the  vendor  sold  from  a  base  motive— 
the  motive  to  defraud  his  creditors — at  least,  unless  he  have 
knowledge  of  the  motive. 

m.  Because  a  sale  of  pro^ertv  for  valuable  consideration, 
even  by  an  insolvent,  is  not  in  fact  or  law  a  fraud  upon  any 
creditor  who  is  merely  a  creditor  at  large,  the  fraud,  if  any  be 
committed,  consisting  in  the  concealment  or  misapplication  of 
the  money  arising  from  the  sale ;  and  no  purpose  was  mani- 
fested or  even  entertained  to  defraud  any  judgment  creditor, 
because  the  deed  upon  its  face  conveyed  the  property  subject 
to  the  rights  of  the  judgment  creditor. 

IV.  W  hether  the  deed  was  void  as  to  creditors  or  not,  it  was 
good  between  the  parties  to  it,  and  no  decree  should  have  been 
rendered,  vacating  the  deed,  and  directing  a  sale  of  the  property, 
until  an  account  had  been  taken  of  the  debts,  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  there  were  any  unpaid  and  recovera- 
ble; and  if,  upon  the  report  of  such  account,  it  appeared  that 
there  were  such  debts,  me  defendant,  Robert  Hudgins,  had  a 
right  to  redeem  his  land  by  paying  them,  or  so  much  of  the 
land  might  then  have  been  sold  as  would  satisfy  them.  It  was 
error  to  sell  the  whole  land,  without  first  ascertaininff  that  there 
were  debts  sufficient  to  absorb  it,  and  without  allowing  the 
defendant  the  privilege  of  redeeming  it. 

V.  Because  the  judgment  creditors  had  no  right  to  do  more 
than  extend  the  lands,  unless  it  was  shown,  as  it  was  not,  that 
the  profits  would  not  in  a  reasonable  time  extinguish  the 
debts.  But  they  had  no  right,  because  by  proof  of  their  debts 
before  the  commissioner  the  lien  of  the  judgment  was  extin- 
guished. 

VI.  It  was  error  to  charge  Robert  Hudgins  with  rents  and 
profits  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  bill  against  him.  Up  to  that 
time,  he  held  and  claimed  the  property  as  his  own,  as  a  pur- 
chaser for  valuable  consideration;  and  the  utmost  that  the 
plaintiff  could  claim  of  him,  would  be  the  right  ot  a  judgment 
creditor,  and  his  right  to  rents  and  profits  is  never  extended 
retroactively  beyond  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  and  in  this  case  the 
error  and  injustice  of  the  rule  which  has  been  applied  to  the 
defendant  is  most  remarkable  and  obvious.  The  plaintiff 
charges  that  the  conveyance  to  the  defendant  was  fraudulent, 
and  therefore  he  claims  the  right  to  recover  of  him  the  rent  of 
the  property  in  one  case,  and  the  profits  in  another,  upon  the 
ground  that  he  has  actually  enjoyed  the  property  in  the  one 
case,  and  received  the  profits  in  the  other;  and  yet  the  plaintiff 
has  taken  testimony  that  the  defendant  did  not  occupy  the 
property  for  which  rent  is  charged,  but  John  L.  Hudgins  did} 
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nod  that  is  relied  upo&  as  evidence  of  tlie  frand.  Now,  it  can* 
not  be  trae  that  be  did  not  occapy  it,  and  therefore  merely 
pretended  to  purchase  it,  and  tberefore  has  been  gniltjr  of  a 
fraud,  and  yet  he  did  occupy  it,  and  therefore  is  not  guilty  of 
a  fraud,  yet  the  decree  practically  affirms  both. 

And  in  respect  to  the  profits.  The  defendant  is  charged 
with  profits  which  there  is  no  proof  that  he  received. 

Vll.  The  plaintiff  is  seeking  to  recover  debts,  if  he  has  any 
right  at  all,  which  were  due  primarily  by  Thomas  Hudgins, 
for  which  John  L.  Hudgins  was  security.    Thomas  Hudgins, 

by  his  deed  of  the day  of ,  conveyed  a  large  amount 

of  property  to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  those  creditors,  giving 
them  priority  over  the  other  creditors  who  are  also  secured  by 
the  said  conveyance.  The  creditors  accepted  the  conveyance, 
and  took  under  it  The  court  should  have  required  them  to 
account  for  the  property  conveyed  by  that  deed,  before  it  author- 
ized them  to  take  the  property  of  John  L.  Hudgins,  if  the 
property  in  question  was  his,  and  still  more,  before  it  author- 
ized them  to  take  the  property  from  another,  who  claimed  it 
as  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  and  certainly  held  it 
by  a  title  valid  against  John  L.  Hudgins. 

The  property  thus  conveyed  may  have  been  sufficient  to 
satisfy  all  the  debts,  and  they  may  have  been  paid;  tiie  an- 
swers express  the  belief  that  they  have  been ;  an  account  of 
the  trust  fund  could  only  determine  the  point.  By  accepting 
the  deed,  and  taking  under  it,  the  creditors  assumed  the  re- 
sponsibility of  £urly  accounting  for  the  property  conveyed; 
they  cannot  use,  or  hold  subject  to  their  use,  the  property  of 
Thomas  Hudgins,  and  yet  claim  that  of  John  L.  Hudgins,  or 
his  vendor,  for  the  same  debts. 

VJLLL  The  decree,  which  is  final,  takes  no  notice  of  the 
rights  of  Robert  Hudgins,  as  a^nst  John  L.  Hudgins,  and 
makes  no  provision  for  the  restitution  to  him  of  the  surplus 
which  might  remain  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  the  prop- 
erty after  satisfying  the  debts,  although  there  may  be  such 
surplus;  and  if  there  shall  be,  Robert  Hudgins  is  certainly  en- 
titled to  it,  because  his  title,  if  not  good  against  the  creditors 
of  John  L.  Hudgins,  is  good  against  every  one  else. 

JX.  The  court  did  not  pass  upon  the  exceptions  to  the  dep- 
ositions, and  therefore  admitted  the  testimony  excepted  to. 

The  following  authorities  were  relied  upon  in  the  ar^ment: 

Shirley  o.  Lorg,  6  Rand.,  736 ;  Davis  v.  Turner,  4  Gratt, 
422;  Blow  v.  Maynard,  2  Leigh,  29;  Fones  v.  Rice,  9  Oratt, 
568;  Ex  parte  Christy,  8  How.,  292;  Pettiplace  v.  Sales,  4 
MttBon  0.  C.  R.,  812;  Hapkerk  v.  Randolph,  2  Brack.  R., 
182;  Randall  v.  Philip,  8  Mason  C.  C.  R.,  878;  Gregg  v.  Sayr^ 
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8  Pet,  244;  Cloogh  v.  ThompBon,  7  Gratt,  26;  1  Story  Eq,, 
p.  864;  1  Story  Eq.,  588;  Dorr  v.  Shaw,  4  John.  Ch.  B.,  17; 
Smith  V.  Burton,  13  Pet.,  464. 

For  the  appellee : 

1.  The  decree  is  right,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed.  The  deed 
from  Robert  Hudgins  to  John  L.  Hudgins  was  contrived  of 
fraud,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  the  said  John  L. 
Hudgins  of  their  lawftil  debts,  and  waa  therefore  properly  set 
aside  in  toto^  under  the  Virginia  act  in  1  R.  C,  1819,  p.  372, 
c.  101,  §  2;  Chamberlayne,  &c.,  v.  Temple,  2  Rand.,  395; 
Garland  v.  Rives,  4  ib.,  282;  Shirley  v.  Long,  6  ib.,  736,  and 
other  cases  cited  in  1  Rob.  Pract,  old  ed.,  512,  554 ;  and  un- 
der the  bankrupt  act  of  1841.  Sands,  &c.,  v,  Codwise,  &c.,  4 
Johns.,  659,  also  582  to  600 ;  Codwise  v.  Gelston,  10  ib.,  517 ; 
Arnold,  &c.,  v.  Maynard,  2  Story,  362 ;  Hutchins  v.  Taylor, 
&c.,  6  Law  Reporter,  289;  Corn  well's  appeal,  7  W.  and  S.,  311 ; 
McAllister  v.  Richards,  6  Barr,  133.  For  the  assignee  is  not 
only  vested  by  the  law  with  all  the  rights  of  the  bankrupt, 
but  with  the  rights  of  creditors  also.  He  may  set  aside  a 
fraudulent  conveyance  of  the  bankrupt,  which  the  bankrupt 
himself  could  not  do.  McLean  v.  Lafayette  Bank,  3  McLean, 
189,  587  ;  McLean  v.  Malane,  &c.,  ib.,  199 ;  McLean  v.  John- 
son, &c.,  ib.,  202  ;  Everett  v.  Stone,  3  Story,  456  ;  Peckham  r. 
Burows,  ib.,  544;  Freeman  v.  Deming,  3  Sandford*B  Ch.  R , 
832 ;  Shauhan,  Ac,  v.  Wherritt,  7  How.,  627 ;  Buckingham, 
&c.,  V.  McLean,  18  ib.,  170. 

2.  There  is  no  error  as  to  the  rents  and  profits.  An  account 
of  rents  and  profits  was  decreed  from  the  time  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  in  Sands,  &c.,  v.  Codwise,  &;c.,  4  Johns.,  589,  600. 
On  the  same  principle,  it  was  proper  here  to  decree  rents  and 
profits  from  uie  filing  of  the  petition ;  for  "  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy in  England  is  tantamount  to  a  filing  of  the  petition 
under  our  statutes."  McLean  v.  Malane,  &;c.,  3  McLean,  200. 
The  pendency  of  the  petition  is  constructive  notice  thereof  to 
the  grantee  in  the  deed.  Morse  v.  GocUrey,  &c.,  8  Story,  391. 
If  there  was,  before  that  time,  a  right  in  Robert  Hudgins  to 
let  the  avails  or  annual  income  be  expended  at  his  discretion, 
without  responsibility  to  any  one,  there  could  be  no  such  right 
afterwards,  ^4  Johns.,  588.)  Under  the  voluntary  system,  the 
assignee  derives  as  much  right  to  rents  and  profits  from  the 
petition  and  decree,  as  he  derives  under  the  involuntary  sys- 
tem from  the  act  of  bankruptcy  and  the  decree. 

3.  Even  if  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  were  set  aside, 
there  should  be  a  decree  against  Robert  Hudrins  for  the  pur* 
ohaso-money  remaining  unpaid  at  the  time  of  the  bankrupt's 
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petitiou,  and  the  land  held  subject  thereto,  as  well  as  to  the 
uens  of  the  judgment  creditors  of  John  L.  Hudgins. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  tlie 
United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Virginia. 

The  bill  was  filed  in  the  court  below  by  the  assi^ee  in 
bankruptcy  of  John  L.  Hudgins,  against  Eobert  Hudgins  and 
others,  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  of  a  large  real  estate 
charged  to  have  been  made  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  said  Robert, 
in  fraud  of  his  creditors  and  of  the  bankrupt  law  of  the  19th 
August,  1841.  The  deed  of  conveyance  purports  to  have 
been  executed  on  the  2l8t  February,  1842,  but  was  not  re- 
corded till  the  8th  August  following ;  and  conveyed,  for  the 
alleged  consideration  of  $5,000,  three  tracts  of  land — one 
tract  of  one  hundred  acres,  one  of  nine  hundred,  and  another 
of  seventy  acres — being,  in  the  aggregate,  one  thousand  and 
seventy  acres,  situate  in  the  county  of  Mathews,  State  of  Vir- 
ginia. The  bankrupt's  place  of  residence  was  upon  one  of 
the  tracts.  The  deed  of  conveyance  contained  a  clause  that 
the  lands  should  be  subject  to  any  judgments  that  then  bound 
them  by  operation  of  law.  John  L.  Hudgins,  the  grantor, 
was  heavily  in  debt  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed, 
and  judgments  to  a  large  amount  were  soon  after  recovered 
against  him.  Executions  were  issued  upon  these  judgments, 
and  the  defendant  endeavored,  by  various  ways  and  contri- 
vances, to  conceal  his  person  and  property  from  the  reach  of 
them.    This  was  in  the  spring  and  summer  of  1842. 

On  the  17th  February,  1848,  John  L.  Hud^ns  presented 
his  petition  to  the  District  Court  for  the  beneht  of  the  bank- 
rupt act,  annexing  thereto  a  schedule  of  his  debts  and  prop- 
erty — ^the  debts  exceeding  $12,000;  property  none,  except  a 
contingent  interest  in  a  deed  of  trust  by  T.  Hudgins,  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors.  On  the  20th  May,  1848,  the  petitioner 
was  declared  a  bankrupt,  and  on  the  19th  September  following 
an  order  was  made,  providing  for  the  creditors  to  show  cause, 
on  a  given  day,  why  the  petitioner  should  not  have  granted 
to  him  a  certificate  of  discharge  from  all  his  debts.  The 
creditors  appeared,  and  resisted  the  discharge.  Much  testi- 
mony was  taken  on  their  behalf,  tending  to  establish  the 
fraudulent  transactions  of  the  bs^krupt  with  Robert  Hudffins 
and  others,  which  are  now  relied  upon  to  set  aside  the  deed 
in  question.  The  opposition  to  granting  the  discharge  re- 
sulted in  the  District  Court  adjourning  several  questions  oi 
]»m  and  fact  to  the  Circuit  Court,  for  its  decision.  What  di» 
position  was  made  of  them  in  that  court,  we  are  not  adviaad 
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The  defendant,  Robert  Hudgins,  in  order  to  prove  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase-money  of  the  lands  conveyed  in  the  deed 
of  the  2lBt  rehruary,  introduced  two  receipts  from  John  L. 
Hudgins— one  for  $3,056,  dated  6th  August,  1844;  the  other, 
12th  August,  same  year,  for  $1,425 — andproved  the  execution 
of  the  same  by  witnesses,  who  counted  the  money  and  saw  it 
paid. 

The  several  tracts  of  land  conveyed  were  worth,  as  testified 
to  by  witnesses,  over  $10,000,  double  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase-money. The  possession  and  occupation  of  the  same, 
Bubsecnient  to  the  sale,  seems  not  to  have  been  changed.  In- 
deed, John  L.  Hudgins,  in  his  receipt  of  the  payment  of  the 
$1,426,  12th  August,  1844,  describes  the  land  as  being  the 
same  as  that  upon  which  he  resides,  and  has  resided  for  years. 
He  and  his  sons  have  cultivated  and  improved  the  arable  land, 
cut  and  sold  timber  from  the  woodland,  since  the  sale  to  the 
defendant,  Robert,  the  same  as  before,  the  latter  apparently 
exercising  no  control  or  acts  of  ownership  over  the  property. 

In  the  fore  part  of  July,  1842,  some  four  months  after  the 
alleged  conveyance,  John  L.  Hudffins  made  application  to  cer- 
tain individuals  to  borrow  a  considerable  sum  of  money,  to  re- 
lieve himself  from  judgments  and  executions  then  pressing 
upon  him,  and  proposed  giving  a  deed  of  these  same  lands,  in 
trust  to  the  lenders,  as  security  for  the  loan.  The  writings 
were  prepared  with  a  view  to  carry  into  effect  this  arrange- 
ment, and  the  defendant  was  present,  assenting  to  it,  witiiout 
disclosing  that  a  conveyance  had  already  been  made  to  him. 

A  good  deal  of  other  evidence  was  given  in  the  case,  bearing 
more  oriess  upon  the  question  of  fraud,  which  it  is  not  mate- 
rial to  recite,  and  which  will  be  found  in  the  record. 

The  court  below,  on  the  18th  May,  1848,  decreed  that  the 
deed  of  John  L.  Hudgins,  the  bankrupt,  to  Robert,  his  brother, 
of  the  2l8t  Februarv,  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  cred- 
itors, and  appointed  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  a  receiver,  to 
take  possession  of  the  property,  and  directed  that  a  master 
shoula  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  from  the  peti- 
tion in  bankruptcy  to  the  time  when  the  receiver  took  possee- 
sion.  The  master  subsequently  reported  the  amount  at  the 
sum  of  $2,320.26,  and  on  the  27th  June,  1856,  a  final  decree 
was  entered.  The  cause  is  now  before  this  court,  on  an  appeaj 
from  this  decree. 

It  was  scarcely  denied  on  the  argument^  and,  indeed,  could 
not  be,  that  John  L.  Hadgins,  the  l)ankrupt,  had  been  guilty 
of  a  fraudulent  contrivance  to  hinder  and  defraud  his  creditors 
on  the  execution  of  the  conveyance  in  question;  but  it  has 
strongly  urged  that  Robert,  the  grantee,  was  not  privy  to 
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the  fraud,  and  hence  waa  a  bcna  fde  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration.  We  shall  not,  therefore,  deem  it  material  to 
refer  to  any  portion  of  the  mass  of  evidence  in  the  case,  except 
so  far  as  it  bears  upon  the  connection  of  the  grantee  with  this 
question  of  fraud. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  to  the  bill  is  not  very  satisfac- 
tory. The  bill  charges  that  the  deed,  though  it  bears  date  21st 
February,  1842,  was  really  executed  on  or  about  the  2d  of  July 
following,  the  time  it  was  put  on  record;  and  that  it  was  ante- 
dated in  pursuance  of  the  fraudulent  purpose  charged  against 
the  parties.  The  answer  does  not  notice  or  deny  this  aliegar 
tion.  Again,  the  bill  charges  that  the  deed  was  not  delivered 
at  the  time  it  bears  date ;  nor,  in  fiict,  delivered  at  all  to  the 
grantee  in  any  other  way  than  the  putting  of  it  on  record  by 
the  grantor  himself.  This  charge  is  not  noticed  or  denied; 
neither  is  the  allegation  denied,  that  the  grantee  remained  in 
the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  property  after  the  convey- 
ance, the  same  as  before.  And  this  averment,  besides  being 
thus  virtually  admitted,  is  ftiUy  established  by  the  proofs  in 
the  case. 

The  consideration  or  purchase-money  agreed  to  be  given  for 
the  three  tracts  of  land  conveyed  was  less  than  one-naif  the 
value,  as  proved  by  uncontradicted  testimony.  The  deed  con- 
tained a  clause,  that  the  lands  should  be  suDJect  to  any  judg- 
ments that  were  then  a  lien  upon  them;  and  it  was  urged,  on 
the  argument,  that  these  judgments  should  be  taken  into  the 
account,  on  fixing  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money.  But 
the  answer  is,  that  it  does  not  appear,  from  any  evidence  in  the 
case,  that  judgments  existed  against  John  L.  Hudgins  at  the 
date  of  the  deed.  We  have  examined  the  proofs  attentively, 
and  find  none ;  nor  have  any  been  referred  to  in  the  briefs  of 
the  counsel.  It  also  appears  that  Robert,  the  grantee,  some 
four  months  after  the  date  of  his  deed,  and  when  the  title  to 
the  lands  in  question  was  in  him,  if  the  conveyance  had  been 
really  made  at  its  date,  was  present,  and  participated  in  a 
negotiation  for  a  loan  of  money  to  John  L.  Hudgins,  and 
which  was  to  be  secured  by  a  deed  from  him  of  these  very 
lands,  in  trust,  to  the  persons  advancing  the  money. 

The  conduct  of  the  defendant,  Robert,  in  this  instance,  fur- 
nishes the  foundation  for  a  strong  inference,  either  that  the 
deed  had  not  then  been  executed  and  delivered,  or,  if  it  had 
been,  that  the  grantee  held  it  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  John 
L.  Hudgins,  the  grantor.  In  either  view,  the  fact  affords  a 
well-founded  suspicion  of  the  bona  fides  of  the  transaction  be- 
tween the  parties. 

In  respect  to  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money,  of  whiob 
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very  formal  proofs  have  been  given  of  the  principal  part  of  it, 
the  effect  in  support  of  the  conveyance  is  very  much  impaired 
by  the  fiict  that  John  L.  Hudrins,  in  the  schedule  of  his  estate 
annexed  to  this  petition  in  bankruptcy,  23d  February,  1848, 
takes  no  notice  of  this  indebtedness  to  him,  by  Robert,  the 
grantee,  and  the  truth  of  the  schedule  is  verified  under  oath. 
This  was  a  year  and  two  days  after  the  date  of  the  deed,  and 
when  the  purchase-money  was  unpaid,  if  the  facts  are  true,  as 
insisted  by  both  the  parties  subsequently^,  upon  the  question 
of  payment.  They  now  admit  this  dia  not  take  place  till 
August,  1844.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  account  for  or 
reconcile  this  inconsistency,  if  not  worse,  on  the  part  of  John 
L.  Hudgins.  Without  pursuing  the  examination  of  the  proofs 
in  the  case  further,  we  will  simply  say,  that  after  the  fiiUest 
consideration  of  the  fiicts  in  the  case,  we  are  satisfied  with 
the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  court  below  upon  this 
question. 

But  it  is  insisted  that,  admitting  the  conveyance  to  be  void 
as  it  respects  the  creditors  of  John  L.  Hudgins,  the  court  be- 
low erred  in  ordering  a  sale  of  the  property,  without  having 
first  ascertained  the  debts  of  the  bankrupt,  and  permitting  the 
grantee  in  the  deed  to  redeem  on  paying  them,  or  directing 
only  so  much  of  the  land  to  be  sold  as  would  be  sufiicient  to 
pay  the  debts. 

The  answer  to  this  is,  that  the  defendant,  Robert  Hudgins, 
made  no  offer  to  pay  the  debts  on  ascertaining  the  amount, 
and,  for  aught  that  appears,  the  whole  of  the  property  will  be 
no  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  liabilities  of  the  bankrupt. 
If  there  should,  by  chance,  be  any  surplus,  it  belongs  to  me 
court  in  bankruptcy  to  dispose  of  it  whether  it  should  ap 
to  the  bankrupt  or  to  his  grantee,  will  be  for  that  court  to  &* 
termine. 

It  is  also  insisted,  that  the  court  below  erred  in  decreeing 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands  in  controversy  against  the 
defendant,  Robert  Hudgins,  for  the  reasons  that  it  is  not  shown 
that  he  was  in  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  same ;  and, 
also,  that  the  court  erred  in  decreeing  these  rents  and  profits 
firom  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  banl^uptcy,  instead  oi  from 
the  decree  declaring  John  L.  Hudgins  a  oankrupt. 

The  short  answer  to  each  of  these  objections  is,  that  no  such 
exceptions  were  taken  to  ihe  ^^VSJ^  ^^  ^^  master,  and  are 
therefore  not  properly  before  us.  That  was  the  tince  and  place 
to  have  presented  these  questions,  and  the  omisdcn  preolades 
any  question  here  on  the  matter. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  affirmed. 
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In  this  case,  as  in  the  preoeding,  no  exceptions  haying  been  taken  in  the  conn 
below  to  a  master's  report  respecting  rents  and  profits,  the  questions  cannot  be 
decided  by  this  coart. 

This  was  a  branch  of  the  preceding  caae,  was  ar^ed  by  the 
same  counAel,  and  included  within  the  same  principles. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  th« 
United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Virginia, 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt,  J.  L. 
Hudgins,  as  in  the  preceding  case,  against  E.  W.  Hudgins,  a 
son,  to  set  aside  two  deeds  of  conveyance  of  lands,  as  executed 
and  delivered  by  the  bankrupt  to  hindeiiand  delay  creditors — 
one  dated  6th  September,  1839,  conveying  three  hundred  acres 
lying  in  the  county  of  York;  the  other  dated  Ist  March,  1842, 
eonveying,  by  estimation,  seven  hundred  acres,  in  the  same 
county — ^the  latter  for  the  consideration  of  $8,000.  This  deed 
was  made  a  few  days  after  the  one  set  aside  in  the  case  of  the 
assignee  against  Robert  Hudgins.  The  case  depends  upon 
substantially  the  same  evidence.  Portions  of  it,  tending  to 
connect  this  defendant  with  the  conduct  of  the  grantor,  in  con- 
veying away  his  property  in  fraud  of  his  creditors,  as  respects 
the  deed  of  the  1st  March,  1842,  are,  if  possible,  somewhat 
stronger  than  that  in  the  preceding  case. 

The  court,  on  the  18th  May,  1843,  decreed  that  the  deed 
was  fraudulent  and  void,  and  that  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy 
take  possession  of  the  property  as  a  receiver;  and,  further,  that 
the  deed  of  the  6th  September,  1839,  was  not  made  in  Iraud 
of  creditors,  but  was  valid  as  against  the  complainant.  The 
court  also  directed  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits,  from 
the  time  of  the  petition  in  bankruptcy  to  the  time  of  tiie  re- 
ceiver taking  possession.  The  master  subsequently  reported 
rents  and  profits  to  the  amount  of  $659.72;  and  on  the  27th 
June,  1855,  a  final  decree  was  entered. 

The  court  decreed  that  the  defendant,  Elliott  W.  Hudgins, 
pay  to  the  complainant  $659.72,  with  interest  from  2d  JTune, 
1848 ;  and  that,  if  the  proceeds  of  the  properly  directed  to  be 
sold  in  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  against  Kobert  Hudgins  and 
others,  should  not  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  debts  proved 
against  the  bankrupt,  then  the  plaintiff  is  authorized  to  sell 
the  lands  in  question,  as  particularly  specified  and  directed  in 
the  said  decree. 
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The  only  question  arising  on  the  master's  report  in  this  case, 
and  the  decree  in  pursuance  thereof,  is,  that  the  rents  and 

Erofits  should  not  have  been  charged  prior  to  the  decree  in 
ankruptcy.  The  answer  to  this  objection  is,  that  no  such 
exception  was  taken  to  the  report,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be 
noticed  here.  The  case,  in  all  its  essential  parts,  falls  within 
the  views  presented  in  the  preceding  one  of  this  plaintiff 
against  Robert  Hudgins  and  others,  and  must  abide  the  like 
result. 
The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 


Isaac  Brown,  Appellant,  v.  Josbph  P.  Shannon  bt  al. 

Where  a  bill  is  filed  to  enforce  the  specific  execution  of  a  contract  in  relation  to 
the  use  of  a  patent  right,  this  court  has  no  appellate  jurisdiction,  anless  the  maW 
ter  in  controversy  exc.ee4a  two  thousand  dollars. 

The  jarisdiction,  where  theoill  is  founded  upon  a  contract,  differs  materially  from 
the  jnrlsdiction  on  a  bill  to  prevent  the  infringement  of  the  monopoly  of  the 
patentee,  or  of  those  claiming  under  him  by  legal  assignments,  and  to  protect  them 
in  their  rights  to  the  exclusive  use. 

The  penalty  of  the  bond  taken,  when  an  ixgunction  is  awarded,  is  no  erideDce  of  the 
amount  or  value  in  dispute. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Maryland. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr,  Schley  for  the  appellant,  and  submitted 
on  a  printed  argument  by  Mr.  Lairobe  and  Mr.  Qwbm  for 
the  defendants. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  for 
the  district  of  Maiyland. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Joseph  P.  Shannon  &;  Company, 
Gelston  k  Matthews,  Lapouraille  k  Maughlin,  and  Grimss  k 
Cate,  who  composed  four  diflferent  partnership  firms  in  the 
city  of  Baltimore,  separately  engaged  in  the  business  of 
planing,  who  all  joined  in  the  bill  of  complaint  a^nst  Brown, 
the  appellant,  praying  that  he  might  be  eiyoineafrom  the  use 
of  certain  planing  machines,  mentioned  in  the  bill,  in  the  city 
of  Baltimore.  iJpon  the  hearing,  a  perpetual  injunction  was 
granted  accordingly,  and  firom  mat  decree  this  appeal  was 
taken. 

From  the  manner  in  which  the  bill  is  framed,  there  it  some 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Brawn  v.  Shannon  et  al. 


difficulty  in  determining  whether  the  complainants  are  seek- 
ing the  aid  of  this  court  to  prohibit  the  infringement  of  a 
patent  right  assigned  to  them,  or  to  enforce  the  specific  execu- 
tion of  two  contracts  witli  the  appellant,  exhibited  with  the 
bill;  for  the  ri^ht  claimed  under  the  patent,  and  the  right 
claimed  under  me  contracts,  are  so  mingled  together  in  the 
statements  and  allegations  of  the  complainants  as  to  leave 
some  doubt  upon  that  point.  And  the  first  question,  there- 
fore, for  this  court  to  determine,  is,  upon  which  of  these  two 
pounds  does  the  bill  seek  for  relief?  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
Circuit  Court  in  the  one  case  is  materially  different  from  its 
jurisdiction  in  the  other;  and,  while  this  court  can  exercise  no 
appellate  power  in  a  case  arising  under  contracts  like  those 
exnibited,  unless  the  amount  or  value  of  the  matter  in  contro 
versy  exceeds  two  thousand  dollars,  it  may  yet  lawfully  exercise 
its  appellate  jurisdiction  when  a  far  less  amouut  is  in  dispute, 
if  the  party  is  proceeding  either  at  law  or  in  equity  for  the 
infringement  of  a  patent  right  to  which  he  claims  to  be  en- 
titled. Upon  looking,  however,  carefully  into  the  bill,  we 
think  it  must  be  regarded  and  treated  as  a  proceeding  to 
enforce  the  specific  execution  of  the  contracts  referred  to,  and 
not  as  one  to  protect  the  complainants  in  the  exclusive  enjoy- 
ment of  a  patent  right  It  states  that  three  of  the  partnership 
firms  named  as  complainants — ^that  is  to  say,  Joseph  P.  Shan- 
non &  Company,  Gelston  &  Matthews,  and  Lapouraille  k 
Maughlin — ^were,  by  regular  assignments,  entitled  to  the  ex-, 
elusive  use  of  Woodworth's  planing  machine  in  the  State  of 
Marvland,  east  of  the  Blue  Kidge.  That  the  appellant  had 
used  these  machines  in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  without  any 
ri^ht  derived  from  the  patentee,  and  that,  in  consequence  of 
this  infringement  of  their  rights,  various  suits  and  contro- 
versies had  taken  place  between  them  and  Brown,  who 
claimed  the  right  to  use  the  machines  in  Question,  as  the 
assignee  of  a  patent  of  Emmons.  The  bill  men  proceeds  to 
state  that,  in  order  to  put  an  end  to  these  controversies  and 
suits,  these  appellees,  and  the  appellant,  entered  into  the  con- 
tract of  the  19th  of  January,  1858,  which  is  exhibited  with 
the  bill. 

By  this  contract,  the  portion  of  the  appellees  of  which  we 
are  now  speaking,  and  tne  appellant,  agreed  that  each  of  the 
said  three  partnership  firms  and  the  appellant  should  have 
the  riffht  to  use  the  Woodworth  patent  at  one  establishment, 
anywhere  within  the  territorial  limits  above  mentioned,  not 
exceeding;  five  machines  at  such  establishment;  and  that  each 
of  the  said  parties  should  also  have  the  right  to  use  Emmons's 
patent. 
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There  are  other  stipulations  in  this  aCTeement  which  it  is 
not  material  to  state  for  the  purposes  of  tnis  opinion. 

The  bill  further  states  that  Brown  afterwards,  on  the  16th 
of  June,  1853,  assigned  to  GrifBss  &  Gate,  the  other  com- 
plainant, all  his  rirfit  to  use  the  Woodworth  patent,  which 
right  he  had  derived  from  the  contract  before  mentioned ;  and 
also  the  right  to  use  the  Emmons  patent,  the  right  to  which  he 
had  derived  from  the  administrator  of  Emmons.  This  contract 
states  that  the  assignment  was  made  in  consideration  of  fifteen 
hundred  dollars,  paid  the  appellant  by  Griffiss  &  Gate.  And 
the  complainants  allege  that,  after  this  assignment.  Brown  con- 
tinued to  use  the  said  five  machines  in  his  establishment  in 
Baltimore,  although  he  had  no  right  to  do  so,  as  they  were  all 
Woodworth's  planing  machines;  and  that  he  is  not  only  a 
wrong-doer  in  using  a  patented  invention  without  a  license, 
and  as  such  liable  to  be  restrained  by  a  court  of  equity,  but 
that  such  use  is  a  fraud  upon  the  parties  to  each  of  the  two 
contracts  into  which  he  had  entered,  as  above  stated.  That 
the  object  T)f  the  contract  of  January  19,  1853,. was  to  restrain 
the  use  of  the  Woodworih  machine  and  the  Emmons  machine, 
so  far  as  that  right  was  to  be  used,  to  four  establishments  in 
the  city  of  Baltimore,  with  the  limited  number  of  machines  in 
each;  and  that  the  use  of  them  by  Brown,  after  he  had  sub- 
stituted Griffiss  &  Gate  in  his  place,  was  a  fraud  upon  this 
contract,  from  the  binding  operation  of  which  he  could  not 
withdraw  himself,  and  a  fraud  also  upon  his  contract  with 
Griffiss  &  Gate.  And  the  gravamen  of  the  bill,  and  the 
ground  upon  which  relief  is  sought,  is  summed  up  in  the 
paragraph  immediately  preceding  the  prayer  for  relief  in  the 
following  words : 

"And  your  orators  are  ftirther  advised,  that  the  misconduct 
of  the  said  Brown  in  the  premises  is  a  fraud  upon  the  parties 
to  the  agreement  of  the  19th  of  January,  1853,  as  well  as 
upon  the  parties  to  the  agreement  of  the  15th  of  June,  1858, 
wnich  it  is  the  peculiar  province  of  a  court  of  equity  to  re- 
strain." 

It  is  to  prevent  the  fraudulent  violation  of  these  contracts, 
therefore,  that  the  complainants  seek  the  aid  of  the  court,  and 
ask  for  an  ii\junction ;  and  it  being  a  proceeding  founded  on  a 
contract  between  the  parties,  this  court  has  no  appellate  power, 
unless  the  matter  in  controversy  is  of  the  value  of  more  than 
two  thousand  dollars.  iN'ow,  the  matter  in  controversy  is  the 
right  of  the  appellants  to  use  these  five  machines  while  the 
Woodworth  patent  continued — ^that  is,  until  ihe  29th  of  De- 
cember, 185o. 

Bat  it  appears  by  the  record  that  Brown  sold  this  right  to 
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GriffiaB  k  Cate  for  $1,500.  He  admits,  in  his  answer,  that  he 
sold  and  assigned  it  for  that  sum;  nor  does  he  suggest  that  it 
was  worth  more.  The  establishment  of  Griffiss  k  Cate,  Kke 
that  of  the  appellant,  was  in  the  city  of  Baltimore.  Aiid  if 
$1,500  was  the  just  value  of  the  right  in  controversy  on  the 
15th  of  June,  1858,  there  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that  it 
was  more  on  the  10th  of  October  in  that  year,  when  this  bill 
was  filed,  or  at  any  time  since ;  on  the  contrary,  the  period  for 
the  duration  of  the  right  under  the  contract  was  daily  dimin- 
ishing as  the  termination  of  the  patent  was  approaching,  and 
a  diminution  on  the  value  of  the  right  would  be  a  natural  and 
necessary  consequence.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  value 
of  the  matter  in  controversy  is  not  sufficient  to  ^ve  appellate 
jurisdiction  to  this  court. 

It  has,  however,  been  suggested  in  the  argument  at  the  bar, 
that  the  value  may  be  estimated  by  referring  to  the  penalty 
of  the  bond  taken  bv  the  Circuit  Court  when  the  ii\junction 
was  granted.  But  this  rule  would  be  entirely  too  vague  and 
uncertain  for  judicial  purposes.  It  is  the  practice  of  all 
courts,  in  taking  bonds  of  this  description,  to  prescribe  a 
penalty  more  than  enough  to  cover  all  possible  damages 
which  the  respondent  may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  injunction. 
There  was  nothing  before  the  Circuit  Court  when  the  penalty  in 
this  case  was  prescribed,  but  the  bill  of  the  complainants.  And 
although  the  bill  disclosed  a  controversv  where  the  matter  in 
dispute  was  worth  in  the  market  but  $1,500;  yet,  when  the 
answer  came  in,  and  testimonv  was  taken,  it  might  show  that 
the  matter  in  dispute  was  of  far  greater  value.  The  ooart 
could  not  foresee  whether  this  would  be  the  case  or  not,  and 
hence  the  necessity  and  propriety  of  prescribing  a  penalty  that 
would  cover  all  possible  contingencies.  The  respondent,  how- 
ever, as  we  have  said,  admits  that  he  sold  the  privilege  now 
in  dispute  for  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  bill,  and  does  not  saj^ 
that  it  was  worth  more,  or  was  of  greater  value  in  his  handa 
than  in  those  of  Griffiss  &  Cate.  The  sum  mentioned  in  the 
bill,  and  for  which  the  privilege  in  question  was  sold  by  the 
appellant,  must  therefore  be  taken  as  the  true  value  of  the 
matter  in  controversy ;  and  being  less  than  $2,000,  whatever 
errors  may  be  apparent  in  the  proceedings  and  decree  of  the 
court  below,  we  have  yet  no  power  under  the  act  of  Confess 
to  revise  and  correct  them,  and  the  appeal  must  be  dismiBsed 
for  want  of  jurisdictior  in  this  court. 
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Thb  United  States,  Appellants,  v.  Henry  Cambubtok. 

Tiie  regulaUone  for  the  colonization  of  the  Territories  of  the  Government  of  Mezloo, 
made  21st  NoYember,  1828,  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  the  General  Congress, 
August  18,  1824,  provided :  Ist.  That  the  Governors  of  the  Territories  should 
be  empowered  to  grant  vacant  lands,  among  others,  to  private  persons  who  may 
ask  for  them,  for  the  purpose  of  cultivating  and  inhabiting  the  same.  2d.  That 
every  person  soliciting  lands  shall  address  to  the  Governor  a  petition,  expressing 
his  name,  country,  and  religion,  and  describing  as  distinctly  as  possible,  by  means 
of  a  map,  the  land  asked  for.  3d.  The  Governor  shall  proceed  to  obtain  the 
necessary  information,  whether  the  petition  contains  the  proper  conditions  re- 
quired by  the  law  of  the  18th  August,  1824,  both  as  regards  the  land  and  the 
petitioner,  in  order  that  the  application  may  be  at  once  attended  to ;  or,  if  it  be 
preferred,  the  municipal  authority  may  be  consulted,  whether  there  be  any  ob- 
jection to  the  making  of  the  grant.  4th.  This  being  done,  the  Governor  will 
accede  or  not  to  such  petition,  in  conformity  to  the  laws  on  the  subject  6th. 
The  definitive  grant  asked  for  being  made,  a  document,  signed  by  the  Governor, 
shall  be  given,  to  serve  as  a  title  to  the  party  interested,  wherein  it  must  b« 
stated  that  the  grant  is  made  in  exact  conformity  with  the  proTisions  of  the 
law;  in  virtue  of  which,  possession  shall  be  given.  6th.  The  necessavy  record 
shall  be  kept,  in  a  book  provided  for  the  purpose,  of  all  the  petitions  presented 
and  grants  made,  with  maps  of  the  lands  granted,  and  a  circumstantial  report 
■hall  be  forwarded  quarterly  to  the  Supreme  Government 

Where  there  was  no  evidence,  with  respect  to  a  grant  of  land  In  Oallfomia,  ih»t 
Kvj  one  of  these  preliminary  steps  had  been  taken,  this  ooort  cannot  confirm 
the  claim. 

The  decisions  of  this  court  in  cases  of  claims  to  land  in  Lonislana  and  Florida  are 
not  applicable  where  precise  and  recent  regulations  exist,  directing  the  manner 
in  which  land  shall  be  granted. 

There  are  also  strong  grounds  of  suspicion  with  respect  to  the  bona  JUkt  of  the 
grant  in  question;  but  as  the  claimant  may  not  have  had  an  opportunity  of  pro- 
ducing evidence  in  the  court  below,  the  case  will  be  remanded  to  that  court  foi 
further  proceedings. 

This  was  an  appeal  firom  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  norfliern  district  of  California,  which  affirmed  a 
decree  of  the  land  commissioners  in  favor  of  a  grant  of  land  to 
Gambitston. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Black  (Attorney  General)  for  the 
United  States,  and  Mr.  J.  Mason  Campbell  for  the  appellee. 

Mr.  Black  made  the  following  points: 

1.  Assuming  the  paper  on  which  the  claim  is  based  to  be 
genuine,  it  is,  nevertheless,  void  and  worthless,  for  want  of  a 
i^etition  and  inquiry. 

2.  The  grant  is  inoperative,  for  want  of  evidence  that  it  was 
delivered  while  the  Governor  had  power  to  make  it. 

8.  The  grant  is  fraudulent,  fictitious,  and  simulated. 

Mr.  Oampbdts  points  were  the  following: 

1.  That  the  grant  itself  is  evidence,  as  of  the  power  of  PiM 
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to  make  it,  bo  also  of  the  observance  by  him  of  all  the  neces- 
sary preliminaries,  and  that  there  is  no  proof  to  the  contrary. 
(United  States  v.  Peralta,  19  How.,  847;  United  States  v.  Aiv 
redondo,  6  Pet.,  729,  731;  United  States  v.  Deliwsus,  9  Pet, 
184;  Minter  v.  Crommelin,  18  How.,  88;  Bagnell  v.  Broderick, 
18  Pet.,  448.) 

2.  That  the  possession  of  the  ffrant  is  evidence  of  its  deliv- 
ery to  the  grantee  by  Pico,  and  the  presumption  of  law  is  that 
such  delivery  was  made  when  it  might  be  lawfully,  and  that 
there  is  no  evidence  to  the  contrary. 

8.  That  the  absence  of  an  approval  by  the  Departmental  Ab- 
sembly,  or  of  a  survey,  &c.,  will  not  deieat  the  grant.  (United 
States  V.  Fremont,  17  How.,  560;  United  States  v.  Reading, 
18  How.,  7 ;  United  States  v.  Cruz  Cervantes,  18  How.,  568 ; 
United  States  v.  Vaca,  18  How.,  556;  United  States  v.  Larkin, 
18  How.,  563.| 

4.  As  no  allegation  of  fraud  was  made,  either  before  the 
commissioners  or  before  the  District  Court,  it  cannot  be  en- 
tertained in  this  court,  though,  if  entertained,  the  circum* 
stances  of  the  case  conclusive]  v  show  the  fairness  of  the  tran&> 
action.    (United  States  v.  Larkin,  18  How.,  557.) 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  northern  district  of  California,  affirming 
a  decree  of  the  laud  commissioners. 

The  claimant  below  gave  in  evidence  the  foUowine  docu- 
ment, purporting  to  be  a  grant  of  a  large  tract  of  land  on  the 
upper  waters  of  the  Sacramento  river,  from  a  Mexican  Gov- 
ernor of  California,  dated  28d  May,  1846: 

Pio  Pico,  Constitutional  Governor  of  the  Department  of 
California: 
Whereas  Mr.  Henrfr  Cambuston  has  petitioned,  for  his  own 

!>ersonal  advantage,  for  a  tract  of  unoccupied  land  in  the  val- 
ey  of  the  Sacramento,  joining  on  the  north  to  Antonio  Oslo, 
on  the  south  Mr.  Sutter,  on  me  east  Mr.  Flugge,  and  on  the 
southwest  the  river  Sacramento — ^the  investigations  being  pre- 
viously made  according  to  the  custom,  and  in  conformity  with 
the  law  of  the  18th  of  August,  1824,  and  the  regulations  of 
the  21st  of  November,  1828 — ^in  virtue  of  the  powers  which 
have  been  conferred  on  me,  in  the  name  of  the  Mexican  nation, 
I^^nt  the  tract  of  land  expressed,  lying  out  of  the  boundaries 
of  the  before-mentioned  landholders,  declaring  it  his  estate  by 
the  present  letters,  provided  it  shall  be  approved  b;^  the  ex- 
treme Departmental  Assembly,  and  under  the  followmg  con 
ditions: 
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Ist.  He  may,  without  prejudice  to  the  crossings,  roads,  or 
attendances,  fence  it,  enjoying  it  freely  and  exclusively,  de- 
voting it  to  any  use  or  cultivation,  as  best  may  suit  his  con- 
venience. 

2d.  When  the  title  shall  be  confirmed,  he  shall  demand  of 
the  respective  judffe  judicial  possession  of  it,  bv  virtue  of  this 
despatch,  by  which  the  boundaries  shall  be  designated  with 
the  necessary  landmarks. 

8d.  The  claim  of  land,  for  which  this  grant  is  made,  has  an 
area  of  eleven  square  leagues  of  pasture,  u  there  is  that  outside 
of  the  property  of  the  others,  whose  boundaries  are  to  be  re- 
ipected ;  and  if  there  should  not  be,  the  grantee  shall  be  satis- 
fied  with  that  which  remains. 

The  judge  who  gives  possession  shall  cause  it  to  be  surveyed 
according  to  the  ordinance,  leaving  the  residue  for  the  con- 
venient uses  of  the  nation. 

Consequently,  I  command  that  he  hold  the  present  title  as 
true  and  valid. 

It  shall  be  recorded  in  the  respective  book,  and  be  delivered 
to  the  party  interested,  for  his  security  and  other  uses. 

.  Given  in  the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  on  this  common  paper, 
for  want  of  sealed,  on  the  23d  day  of  May,  1846. 
fSigned^  Pio  Pioo. 

(Signed)  Josb  Matias  Moreno. 

This  document  was  deposited,  by  the  claimant,  with  Edward 
Oanbey,  Assistant  Adjutant  General  of  the  Army  of  the  United 
States,  on  the  10th  July,  1850,  who  at  that  time  had  charge  at 
Monterey  of  the  Government  archives.  These  archives  have 
since  been  transferred  to  the  office  of  the  Surveyor  General, 
kept  at  San  Francisco.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that 
it  was  ever  seen  in  or  out  of  the  possession  of  the  claimant, 
from  its  date  (23d  May,  1846)  down  to  the  time  of  depositing 
it,  as  above  mentioned,  except  that  derived  from  one  witness, 
who  appears  to  have  been  interested  in  the  grant,  and  whose 
testimony,  therefore,  must  be  laid  out  of  the  case.  Although 
the  document  in  terms  directs  that  it  shall  be  recorded  in  tne 
proper  book  of  records,  no  record  of  the  same  was  given  in 
evidence,  nor  its  absence  accounted  for.  It  recites,  in  the 
usual  way,  that  the  claimant  had  presented  to  the  Governor  a 
petition  for  a  crant  of  the  land,  and  also  that  the  customary 
<)xaminationb  had  been  made  into  the  circumstances  and  fit- 
ness of  making  the  grant  to  the  petitioner.  No  petition  was 
produced  at  the  trial,  nor  any  report  by  any  officer  as  to  the 
reasons  and  propriety  of  conceding  the  tract  asked  for,  nor 
WV.  evidence  accounting  for  the  non-production  of  either. 
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The  case  stands,  so  far  as  the  claim  of  title  is  concerned, 
upon  the  naked  document  itself,  purporting  to  be  a  donatioa 
of  the  eleven  square  leagues  of  land,  together  with  evidence 
tending  to  establish  its  genuineness,  and  slight  proof  in  re- 
spect to  the  possession  of  the  tract. 

The  original  document  was  not  produced  either  before  the 
commissioners  or  the  District  Court,  and  the  only  proof  of  its 
genuineness  was  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses  who  had  seen 
flie  signatures  of  Governor  Pico  and  the  Secretary  Moreno, 
on  file  at  the  Sarvevor  General's  ofiice.  One  of  them  ^Crosby) 
says  he  believes  the  signature  of  Pico  to  be  geumne,  but 
has  no  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  of  Moreno  ;  the  other, 
(Castro,)  that  he  knows  the  signatures  of  both  Pico  and 
Moreno,  and  that  they  are  genuine.  There  is  another  witness, 
(Morenhont,)  who  says  that  he  had  seen  Moreno  write  once, 
and  had  corresponded  with  him ;  and  that,  so  far  as  he  can 
judge,  it  is  his  genuine  signature.  This  witness,  however, 
cannot  be  relied  on,  as  he  is  the  person  interested  in  the  claim. 

The  regulations  for  the  colonization  of  the  territories  of 
the  Government  of  Mexico,  made  21st  November,  1828,  in 
pursuance  of  the  act  of  the  General  Congress,  August  18, 
1824,  provided:  Ist.  That  the  Governors  of  the  territories 
should  be  empowered  to  grant  vacant  lands,  among  others,  to 
private  persons  who  may  ask  for  them,  for  the  purpose  of  cul- 
tivating and  inhabiting  the  same.  2d.  That  every  person 
soliciting  lands  shall  address  to  the  Governor  a  petition,  ez- 

Jressinff  his  name,  country,  and  religion,  and  describing  as 
istinctiy  as  possible,  by  means  of  a  map,  the  land  asked  for. 
8d.  The  Governor  shall  proceed  to  obtain  the  necessaiy  in^ 
formation,  whether  the  petition  contains  the  proper  conditions 
required  by  the  law  of  the  18th  August,  1824,  both  as  regards 
the  land  and  the  petitioner,  in  order  that  the  application  may 
be  at  once  attended  to ;  or,  if  it  be  preferred,  the  municipal 
authority  may  be  consulted,  whether  there  be  any  objection  to 
the  making  of  the  grant.  4th.  This  being  done,  the  Gov- 
ernor will  accede  or  not  to  such  petition,  in  conformity  to  the 
laws  on  the  subject.  5th.  The  definitive  grant  asked  for  being 
made,  a  document  signed  by  the  Governor  shall  be  given,  to 
serve  as  a  title  to  the  party  interested,  wherein  it  must  be 
stated  that  the  grant  is  made  in  exact  conformity  with  the 
pn  visions  of  the  law  in  virtue  of  which  possession  shall  be 
given.  6th.  The  necessary  record  shall  be  kept,  in  a  book  pro- 
vided for  the  purpose,  of  all  the  petitions  presented  and  grants 
made,  with  maps  of  the  lands  granted,  and  a  circumstantid 
report  shall  be  forwarded  quarterly  to  the  Supreme  Gtevem- 
ment.    There  are  many  other  provisions  in  the  system  oi 
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regulations,  relating  to  the  disposition  of  the  public  lands, 
adopted  on  the  18tn  November,  1828,  which  it  is  not  at  pres- 
ent material  to  notice.  Those  specified  have  a  special  bearing 
upon  the  case  before  us.  And,  in  view  of  them,  it  will  be 
observed,  according  to  the  fiacts  as  presented  at  the  trial  before 
the  commissioners,  and  afterwards  oefore  the  District  Court,  to 
which  we  have  already  referred  at  large,  that  not  one  of  the 
preliminary  steps  made  requisite  by  the  act  of  the  Mexican 
Congress  of  1824,  and  the  regulations  of  1828,  to  a  grant  of  the 
pubhc  domain  by  the  Governors,  has  been  observed ;  at  least, 
no  evidence  was  given,  before  either  of  these  tribunals,  of  the 
observance  of  any  one  of  them.  And  we  do  not  see  how  they 
can  well  be  dispensed  with,  as  they  are  not  only  expressly  pre- 
scribed by  the  regulations  as  essential  to  guard  against  improv* 
ident  grants,  but  constitute  an  essential  part  of  the  record  of 
the  title.  It  is  true,  the  document  recites  that  a  petition  was 
presented,  and  that  the  customary  investigations  had  been 
made  in  respect  to  the  application.  But  this  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  conclusive,  or  even  satisfactory  evidence  of  these 
ractfi,  when  the  question  is  raised,  whether  or  not  the  alleged 
^rant  is  made  in  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  the  law— 
m  other  words,  whether  the  preliminary  conditions  had  been 
complied  with,  which  enabled  the  Governor  in  the  particular 
case  to  make  the  grant,  especially  in  respect  to  those  pre- 
liminary proceedings  which  are  required  to  be  made  matters  of 
record,  and  of  which  record  evidence  should  have  been  pro- 
duced, or  its  non-production  satisfactorily  accounted  for. 
The  question  here  is  not  whether  the  fact  of  the  habitual 

grant  of  lands  by  Mexican  Governors  of  the  Territory  of 
alifomia  to  settlers,  and,  also,  whether  the  customary  mode 
and  manner  adopted  in  making  grants,  do  not  fiirnish  pre- 
sumptive evidence  both  of  the  existence  of  the  power  and  of 
a  compliance  with  the  forms  of  law  in  the  execution  ?  We 
agree,  that  the  affirmative  of  these  questions  has  been  fre^ 
<]^uently  determined  by  this  court,  in  cases  involving  Spanish 
titles  in  the  Territories  of  Louisiana  and  Florida.  (6  Peters, 
729,  781;  9  ib.,  184;  19  How.,  847.)  But  no  such  presump- 
tions  are  necessary  or  admissible  in  respect  to  Mexican  titles 
granted  since  the  act  of  18th  of  August,  1824,  and  the  regu- 
lations of  21st  November,  1828.  Authority  to  make  the 
grants  is  there  expressly  conferred  on  the  Governors,  as  well 
as  the  terms  and  conditions  prescribed,  upon  which  they  shall 
be  made.  The  court  must  look  to  these  laws  for  both  the 
power  to  make  the  grant,  and  for  the  mode  and  manner  of  its 
exercise ;  and  they  are  to  be  substantially  complied  with,  ex- 
cept so  fiur  as  modified  by  the  usages  and  customs  of  the 
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Qovemment  under  whi3h  the  titles  are  derived,  the  principles 
of  equity,  and  the  decisions  of  this  court.    (17  How.,  642.) 

We  think,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  that  the  case  in  the 
court  below  was  too  defective  to  have  warranted  a  confirma- 
tion of  the  title  to  the  claimant,  as  it  was  unsupported  by  the 
evidence;  and  also,  for  the  further  reason,  for  aught  that  ap- 
pears in  the  proo&,  the  alleged  grant  has  never  been  recorded 
in  the  proper  book,  or,  indeed,  in  any  book  of  the  Spanish 
records.  This  is  expressly  required  by  the  regulations  of 
November,  1828,  and  enjoined  in  the  grant  itself.  The  record 
should  have  been  produced,  or  its  non-production  reasonably 
accounted  for. 

In  the  examination  of  the  evidence  in  this  case,  we  have 
found  it  very  difficult  to  resist  a  suspicion  as  to  the  bona  fides 
of  the  grant  in  question.  It  is  a  pure  donation,  without  pecu- 
niary consideration  or  meritorious  services  rendered  to  the 
Government  of  Mexico.  It  is  unaccompanied,  as  we  have 
seen,  with  the  forms  and  usages  always  observed  in  disposing 
of  the  public  lauds.  Although  purporting  to  be  made  on  the 
28d  May,  1846,  it  was  unknown  to  any  person  besides  the 
grantee  himself^  and  another  interested  party,  till  filed  among 
the  public  archives,  10th  July,  1860,  after  the  cession  of  Cali- 
fornia, by  Mexico,  to  this  Government.  It  was  made  but  a 
month  and  a  half  before  the  country  was  taken  possession  of 
by  the  arms  of  the  United  States,  and  made  by  a  person  who 
had  but  recently  expelled  from  the  Territory  by  force  its  lawful 
Governor,  (Micheltorena,)  and  taken  possession  of  it  himself. 
Whether  or  not  Pico  had  been  recognised  by  the  existing  Gov- 
ernment in  Mexico,  at  the  time  the  grant  is  dated,  does  not 
appear.  Micheltorena  was  overthrown  by  the  joint  forces  of 
Castro  and  Pico,  in  the  spring  or  fore  part  of  the  summer  oi 
1846.  (See  Captain  Sutter's  evidence,  in  original  record  in 
Reading's  case,  18  How.,  p.  1;  also.  Report  of  General  Cass  to 
Senate,  on  California  Claims,  February  23,  1848.) 

Civil  commotion  raged  throughout  the  Territory,  from  this 
period  down  to  the  7tn  July,  1846,  when  the  authority  of  Pico 
and  Castro  themselves  was  subverted,  and  possession  taken 
and  held  by  the  arras  of  the  United  States,  until  the  cession 
of  the  country  to  this  Government  by  the  treaty  of  Guadalupe 
Hidalgo. 

The  grant  purporting  to  have  been  made  by  Pico,  so  near 
the  time  when  the  Government  of  the  Territory  had  passed 
from  his  hands,  and,  indeed,  during  the  veiy  heat  and  conflict 
of  the  struggle  in  which  his  power  was  overthrown,  it,  and  all 
others  similarly  situated,  should  be  inquired  into  and  scru- 
tinized with  great  care,  both  as  to  the  authority  of  the  Governor 
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to  make  tfaem,  and  the  boTia  Jides  of  its  exercise,  in  order  to 
prevent  imposition  and  frauds. 

The  court  below  appears  to  have  been  very  much  pressed 
with  the  unsatisfitctory  character  of  the  evidence,  and  with 
doubts  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  title,  and  seems  to  have 
yielded  rather  to  the  apparent  acquiescence  of  the  representa- 
tive of  the  Government,  in  the  decision  of  the  commissioners, 
than  to  any  settled  convictions  of  its  own  judgment. 

We  should  not  hesitate  to  reverse  the  decree  below,  aiid 
direct  a  decree  against  the  claimant,  were  it  not  that  the  mode 
and  manner  of  conducting  the  case,  both  before  the  commis- 
sioners and  the  District  Court,  on  behalf  of  the  Government, 
may  have  misled  him;  for,  if  the  objections  here  stated  had 
been  made  at  the  proper  time  before  either  of  the  tribunals,  it 
may  have  been  in  his  power  to  have  removed  them  by  the  in 
trodoction  of  further  evidence.  It  would  be  unjust,  tnerefore, 
to  deprive  him,  under  the  circumstauoes,  of  the  opportunity  to 
furnish  such  evidence. 

We  shall  therefore  reverse  the  decree,  and  remand  the  case 
to  the  oourt  below  for  a  further  hearing. 


Fbank  Dthss,  Plaintipe  in  EaRORy  v.  Jonah  D.  Hoovbr. 

The  Gonstitatioii  of  the  United  States  giTes  to  Congress  the  power  to  proYide  aod 
maintain  a  navy,  and  to  make  rules  for  its  government. 

In  the  exercise  of  this  power,  Congress  providcfd  for  the  punishment  of  desertion 
and  of  other  crimes  not  specified  in  the  articles,  which  should  be  punished  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  and  customs  in  such  cases  at  sea. 

Where  a  seaman  was  charged  with  deserting,  and  the  court  martial  found  him 
guilt  J  of  attempting  to  desert,  the  court  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter, 
and  an  action  of  trespass  for  false  imprisonment  will  not  lie  against  the  minis- 
terial officer  who  executes  the  sentence  for  attempting  to  desert. 

It  is  oplj  where  a  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  or,  havins 
such  jurisdiction,  is  bound  to  adopt  certain  rules  in  its  proceeding^,  from  which 
it  deviates,  whereby  the  proceedings  are  rendered  coram  nonjttdice^  that  an  actios 
will  lie  against  the  officer  who  executes  its  judgment 

The  authorities  upon  this  point  examined,  and  also  the  legal  powers  of  conrtr 
martial. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  [Jnited  States  for  uie  District  of  Columbia,  holden 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Washington. 

Dynes  was  a  seaman  in  the  navy,  who  was  tried  by  a  court 
martial  upon  a  charge  of  desertion,  who  found  him  not  guilty 
of  deserting,  but  Kunty  of  attempting  to  desert;  and  sentenced 
him  to  be  confined  in  the  penitentiary  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia at  hard  labor,  without  pay,  for  the  term  of  six  months  fropa 
the  d>^te  of  the  approval  of  the  sentence,  and  not  to  be  agido 
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enlisted  in  the  naval  service.  Whereupon,  the  President  of 
the  United  States  directed  Hoover,  the  marshal  of  the  District, 
to  commit  him  to  the  penitentiary. 

The  proceedings  or  the  Circuit  Court  are  stated  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  case  was  argued  by  Mr.  Charles  Lee  Joms  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  and  by  Mr.  GiUei  for  the  defendant.  There  was 
also  a  brief  on  that  side,  filed  by  Mr.  Oushiagy  the  late  Attorney 
General. 

Mr.  JoTies  commenced  his  argument  with  a  review  of  some 
of  the  principles  of  military  law  pertinent  to  the  issue;  after 
which,  he  proceeded  to  state  his  points,  of  which  there  is  room 
to  notice  only  the  following,  viz : 

That  the  iudgment  and  sentence  of  the  court  martial  was  an 
absolute  nullity,  and  affords  no  sort  of  justification  to  any  one 
executing  process  under  it 

The  following  well-settled  principles  of  law  cannot  be  con- 
troverted: "That  when  a  court  has  jurisdiction,  it  has  a  right 
to  decide  every  question  before  it;  and  if  its  decision  is  merely 
erroneous^  and  not  vrregvlar  cmd  void,  it  is  binding  on  every  other 
court  until  reversed.  But  if  the  subject-matter  is  not  within 
its  jurisdiction,  or  where  it  appears,  from  the  conviction  itself, 
that  they  have  been  guilty  of  an  excess,  or  have  decided  on 
matters  beyond  and  not  within  their  jurisdiction,  all  is  void, 
and  their  judgments,  or  sentences,  are  regarded  in  law  as  nul- 
lities. They  constitute  no  justification;  and  all  persons  con- 
cerned in  executing  such  judgments,  or  sentences,  are  tres- 
Jassers,  and  liable  to  an  action  thereon."  (1  Peters,  840;  2 
'eters,  169;  Griffith  v.  Prazier,  8  Cranch,  9;  14  How.,  144; 
Wicks  V.  Caulk,  6  Harris  and  Johns.,  42;  Bigelow  v.  Stearns, 
19  Johns.,  89;  Case  of  the  Marshalsea,  10  Co.  R.,  76;  Terry 
V.  Huntinffton,  Hardres  R.,  480 ;  Shergold  v.  Hollway,  2  Strange, 
1002;  Hill  V.  Bateman,  1  Strange,  710;  Perkin  v.  Proctor,  2 
Wilson,  882;  Dr.  Bouchier's  Case,  cited,  2  Wilson,  886;  Mar- 
tin V,  Marshall  and  Key,  cited,  2  Wilson,  886 ;  Parsons  v.  Lloyd, 
8  Wilson,  341 ;  Miller  v.  Scare,  2  Wm.  Black.  R.,  1145;  Crepps 
V.  Durden,  Cowp.,  640;  Groome  v.  Forrester,  6  M.  and  S.,  814 ; 
Wame  v.  Varley,  6  Term,  448;  Brown  v.  Compton,  8  Term, 
424;  Moravia  v.  Sloper,  Willes  B.,  80;  Peacock  v.  Bell,  1 
Saunders,  74;  8  Term,  178;  2  Wm.  Black.,  1085 ;  The  King 
r.  Dugger,  1  Dowl.  Ry.,  460;  8  Campbell's  R.,  888;  Doswet! 
V.  Impy,  1  Barn,  and  Cress.,  169;  18  Johns.,  444.) 

"A  court  martial  is  one  of  those  inferior  courts  of  limited 
jorisdiction  whose  judspnents  may  be  questioned  collaterally. 
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It  is  an  inferior  court  in  the  most  technical  common-law  sense 
of  those  words.  It  is  called  into  existence  for  a  special  and 
limited  purpose,  and  to  perform  a  particular  duty;  and  when 
the  object  of  its  creation  is  accomplished,  it  ceases  to  exist. 
The  law  will  intend  nothing  in  its  fevor.  The  decision  of  such 
a  tribunal)  in  a  case  without  its  jurisdiction,  cannot  protect  the 
officer  who  executes  it.  The  court  and  the  officer  are  all  tres- 
passers." (Wise  V.  Withers,  3  Cranch,  887;  JSz  parte  Wat- 
kins,  8  Peters,  208;  Mills  v.  Martin,  19  Johns.,  82;  Smith  v. 
Shaw,  12  Johns.,  267;  Brooks  v.  Adams,  11  Pickering,  442; 
Duffield  V.  Smith,  8  Sergt.  and  Bawle,  599;  3  Greenleaf's  Ev., 
§  470;  Warden  v.  Baily,  4  Taunt.,  67;  Frye  v.  Ode,  1  McAr- 
thur,  Ap.,  No.  24,  and  Hickman,  Ap.,  No.  17 ;  Moore  v.  Bas- 
tard, 2  McArthur,  194,  200;  1  McArthur,  chap.  10,  §  9,  p.  264, 
272 ;  Hannaford  v.  Hunn,  2  Carr.  and  Payne,  148 ;  Wharton's 
American  Law  of  Homicide,  p.  52.) 

Two  essential  vices  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings 
of  the  court  martial  in  question,  either  of  which  would  alone 
render  their  whole  proceedings  irregular  and  void. 

1.  The  finding  was  in  a  cause  coram  non  jvdice^  it  being  for 
an  oifence  of  which  the  plaintiff*  was  never  charged,  and  of 
which  the  court  had  no  cognizance. 

2.  The  subject-matter  of  the  sentence,  the  punishment  in- 
flicted, was  not  within  their  jurisdiction,  and  is  a  puuishment 
which  they  had  no  sort  of  permission  or  authority  of  law  to 
inflict     (See  Hickman,  p.  149,  152,  and  1  McArthur,  168.) 

1st.  Tne  court  martial  was  brought  into  existence  by  the 
order  or  precept  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  and  the  plain- 
tiflf  "legally  brought  before  it,"  for  the  trial  of  his  guilt  or 
innocence  of  the  following  "charge  and  specification  of  a 
charge  preferred  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,**  and  to  no 
other  legal  intent  or  purpose  whatsoever : . 

"  Charge, — ^Desertion. 

^^  Specyicalion. — In  this,  that  on  or  about  the  twelfth  day  of 
September,  in  the  year  1854,  the  said  Frank  Dynes  deserted 
from  the  United  States  ship  Independence,  at  New  York. 
"J.  C.  Dobbin,  Secretaiy  of  the  Navy." 

Now,  here  is  a  charge,  with  its  specification,  drawn  up  with 
every  desired  legal  requisite  of  certainty  and  perspicuity,  noti- 
cing the  accused  of  the  circumstances  and  facts  to  be  brought 
in  issue,  and  warning  him  of  the  evidence  essential  to  establish 
his  innocence.  Of  this  charge,  and  of  this  charge  only,  had 
the  court  martial  jurisdiction  to  try  him,  ^see  2  McArthur,  p. 
221,)  and  their  decision  as  to  his  guilt  or  innocence  upon  this 
charge,  would  be  as  absolute  and  final  as  would  be  the  decision 
of  any  other  court  on  matters  within  their  jurisdiction. 
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But  the  court  martial  acquitted  him  of  the  only  charge  l^al- 
\j  brought  before  them,  the  only  subject-matter  whereof  tney 
had  cognizance,  but  found  him  ^ilty  of  another  offence,  of 
which  they  had  no  sort  of  jurifldiction — an  offence  as  yet  un- 
known to  the  law,  not  enumerated  in  the  naval  articles  as 
one  of  the  crimes  within  the  cognizance  of  a  court  martial — 
thus  convicting  him  of  an  offence  not  included  in  the  charge 
or  specification  before  the  court,  but  a  new  offence,  depending 
upon  different  £Etcts  and  circumstances,  and  against  the  accusa- 
tion of  which  they  ^ve  him  not  the  least  time  or  slightest 
warning  to  defend  himself. 

The  finding  of  the  court  was  as  follows : 

The  court  "  do  find  the  accused,  Frank  Dynes,  seaman  of 
the  United  States  navy,  as  follows :  Of  the  specification  of  the 
charge,  guilty  of  attempting  to  desert ;  of  the  charge,  not  guilty 
of  deserting,  but  guilty  of  attempting  to  desert." 

This  finding  is  m  direct  violation  of  the  oath  which,  by  the 
36th  article  ot  the  act  of  Congress  for  the  government  of  the 
navy,  each  member  of  the  court  is  required  to  take,  "before 
proceeding  to  trial,"  that  he  "will  truly  try,  without  prejudice 
or  partiality,  the  case  now  depending."  And  of  the  88m  arti- 
cle, which  declares  that  "all  charges  on  which  an  application 
for  a  general  court  martial  is  founded,  shall  be  exhibited  in 
writing  to  the  proper  officer,  and  the  person  demanding  the 
court  shall  take  care  that  the  person  accused  be  furnishedwith 
a  true  copy  of  the  charges,  with  the  specifications,  at  the  time 
he  is  put  under  arrest;  nor  shall  any  other  charge  or  charges 
than  those  so  exhibited  be  urged  against  the  person  to  be  tried 
before  the  court,"  unless  under  the  circumstances  there  enu- 
merated, "in  which  case  reasonable  time  shall  be  given  to  the 
person  to  be  tried,  to  make  his  defence  against  such  new  charge." 
(See  Macomb  on  Courts  Martial,  §  35  and  §  86,  p.  26;  De  Hart, 
p.  102;  Tytler,  217.) 

It  is  true  that,  at  common  law,  the  jury  may  frequently  find 
the  prisoner  guilty  of  a  minor  oftence,  included  in  the  charge, 
or  of  a  part  of  the  offence  therein  specified ;  as  on  an  indictment 
for  petit  treason  he  may  be  found  guilty  of  murder  or  of  man- 
slaughter, for  both  these  offences  are  included  in  the  charge, 
as  is  also  the  offence  of  manslaughter  in  the  charge  of  murder ; 
and  under  an  indictment  chargmg  an  assault  with  intent  to 
murder  the  party,  may  be  convicted  of  a  simple  assault  only; 
or  under  an  indictment  charging  an  assault  with  intent  to 
abuse  and  carnally  know,  the  defendant  may  be  convicted  of 
an  assault  with  intent  to  abuse  simply.  (1  Chitty's  Crim.  Law, 
250,  251.) 

In  these  cases,  every  fact  and  circumstance  which  is  a  necoit 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1857. 


Diftim  T.  HootMr. 


sary  ingredient  in  the  offence  is  set  forth  in  the  indictment, 
and  the  party  is  enabled  to  determine  the  species  of  offence  he 
will  be  called  apon  to  answer,  and  the  evidence  necessary  to 
establish  his  innocence. 

But  on  an  .indictment  for  felony  he  cannot  be  convicted  of  a 
misdemeanor,  because  the  offences  are  distinct  in  their  nature, 
and  of  a  distinct  legal  character. 

Nor  can  a  party  be  convicted,  on  an  indictment  for  a  specific 
offence,  of  an  attempt  to  commit  that  offence.  (4  Blac.  Com., 
p.  806,  note.)  Thus,  on  an  indictment  for  burglariously  break- 
ing and  entering  a  dwelling-house  and  stealing  the  goods 
mentioned,  the-  party  may  be  acquitted  of  the  burglary,  and 
convicted  of  the  larceny,  it  being  included  in  tiie  charge;  but 
he  cannot  be  acquitted  of  the  burglary  and  stealing,  and  con- 
victed of  a  burglarv  with  intent  to  steal,  or  to  commit  any 
other  felony,  for  they  are  distinct  offences.  (See  Vander- 
comb  and  Abbott's  case,  2  Leach  C.  L.,  828  to  888;  1  Russell 
on  Crimes,  881;  Com.  v.  Roby,  12  Pickering,  605,  606,  607;  4 
Blac.  Com.,  806,  note.) 

So,  on  an  indictment  for  murder,  he  cannot  be  acquitted  of  the 
murder,  and  convicted  of  an  assault  with  intent  to  murder. 
He  is  before  the  court  charged  with  a  specific  offence,  and  is 
prepared  only  to  defend  himself  against  that  charge,  and  the 
matter  therein  specified ;  he  may  entirely  rely  upon  the  evidence 
of  the  very  man  of  whose  murder  he  is  charged  to  prove  that 
no  homicide  has  been  committed.  It  would  then  be  in  viola- 
tion of  every  principle  of  law  to  convict  him,  without  warning, 
of  a  different  offence,  depending  on  different  facts  and  circum- 
stances; thus  the  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  law  requires  the 
proof  admissible,  much  less  the  finding  or  verdict,  to  corres- 
pond with  the  allegations,  and  to  be  confined  to  the  point  in 
issue. 

Courts  martial,  following  these  principles  of  the  common 
law,  may  also  find  a  party  guilty  of  a  minor  offence  included 
in  the  charge.  As  on  a  charge  of  desertion,  they  may  acquit 
of  that  charge,  and  find  the  party  guilty  of  "absence  without 
leave,"  for  tnis  offence  is  of  a  like  nature,  and  all  its  ingredi< 
ents  are  included  in  the  charge,  for  absence  is  the  principal 
question  in  issue.  (Tytler,  821,  822,  828 ;  Adie,  186, 186, 187.) 
^ut  attempting  to  desert  is  altogether  a  distinct  offence,  de- 
pending upon  difierent  facts  and  circumstances,  of  which  the 
5 arty  has  had  no  notice.  He  may  be  conscious  of  not  having 
eserted,  and  may  expect  to  establish  his  innocence  of  that 
charge  by  circumstances  and  facts  which  would  render  his 
beinff  guilty  of  such  an  ofieiice  absolutely  impossible.  Then 
would  it  not  be  of  the  very  essence  of  tyranny,  in  violation  uf 
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all  those  immutable  principles  of  right  and  justice  which  are 
the  foundation  of  martial  as  well  as  every  other  law,  to  find 
him  guilty,  and  to  inflict  a  punishment  for  this  other  offence 
never  before  the  court,  and  of  which  he  never  had  the  least 
time  or  notice  to  make  his  defence  ? 

Besides,  "absence  without  leave'*  is,  by  the  British  mutiny 
act,  and  the  2l8t  article  of  the  act  of  Congress  for  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  army,  (April  10, 1806,  2  Stat,  at  Large,  p.  362,) 
made  a  military  offence  within  the  cognizance  of  an  army  court 
martial. 

But  "attempting  to  desert"  is  not  enumerated  by  the  arti- 
cles for  the  government  of  the  navy  as  an  offence  within  the 
cognizance  of  a  naval  court  martial.  A  naval  court  martial 
derives  its  sole  being  from,  and  is  the  mere  creature  of,  the  act 
of  Congress,  and  has  no  jurisdiction  of  anj-  other  offences  than 
such  as  are  therein  enumerated  as  withm  their  cognizance. 
"When  a  new  court  is  erected,  it  can  have  no  other  jurisdic- 
tion than  that  which  is  expressly  conferred,  for  a  new  court 
cannot  prescribe."     (4  Inst.,  200.) 

But  it  may  be  contended  that  the  82d  article  covers  this 
offence,  which  article  is  in  these  words:  "All  crimes  com- 
mitted by  persons  belonging  to  the  navy,  which  are  not  speci- 
fied in  the  foregoitig  articles,  shall  be  punished  according  U) 
the  laws  and  customs  at  sea."  Such  a  construction  would  be 
leaving  the  definition  of  crimes  "at  sea"  indeed,  and  a  shore- 
less and  uncharted  sea,  and  would  render  the  previous  minute 
enumeration  of  what  offences  might  be  tried  and  punished  by 
a  court  martial  quite  useless.  The  probable  proper  construc- 
tion to  put  on  this  article  is,  that  it  refers  to  such  offences  as 
are  not  of  sufficient  magnitude  to  be  punished  by  a  court 
martial,  and  leaves  them  to  be  punished  according  to  the 
usages  of  the  sea.  However  this  may  be,  the  offence  at  any 
rate  should  have  been  legally  brought  before  the  court  by  a 
charge  and  specification  preferred  oy  tlie  proper  authority, 
and  it  might  then  have  been  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  to  have  decided  whether  or  not  they  could  tako  cog- 
nizance of  it  under  the  82d  article;  as  it  is,  the  cause  was 
coram  nonjitdice^  and  their  judgment  and  sentence  is  not  void- 
able, but  absolutely  void.  (Ifickman,  179,  149;  1  McArthur, 
171;  2  ib.,  221,  298,  199.) 

The  ground  on  which  the  indgment  of  the  House  of  Lords?, 
iL  the  Banbury  case,  was  held  not  to  conclude  the  question, 
"was  because  the  proper  course  had  not  been  pursued  to 
bring  the  question  of  peerage  in  judgment  before  the  Lords, 
and  therefore  it  was  coram  nonjudice^  lor  the  resolutions  of  the 
Lords,  in  that  case,  were  taken  upon  a  petition  from  the  de 
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fendant  to  the  House  itself;  whereas,  the  proper  coarse  for 
the  trial  of  the  right  of  peerage  is  by  petition  from  the  claim- 
ant to  the  King,  who  thereupon  refers  it  to  the  Lords." 
"Here  was  no  judgment.  A  court  can  give  no  judgment  in  a 
thing  not  depending,  or  that  does  not  come  in  a  judicial  way 
before  the  court."  (2  Salk.,  611;  Burdett  v.  Abbott,  14  East, 
106;  Skinne^K.,  622,  624.)  ^ 

^^If  a  judge  of  an  ecclesiastical  court  excommunicates  a 
party  for  a  cause  of  which  he  hath  not  legal  cognizance,  or 
where  the  party  has  not  been  previously  served  with  a  cita- 
tion or  monition,  nor  had  due  notice,  an  action  lies  gainst 
him."  (Beaurain  v.  Scott,  8  CampbelFs  R.,  888;  8  Black. 
Comm.,  101.) 

The  argument  of  Mr.  Janes  and  that  of  Mr.  GUleij  upon  the 
legality  of  using  the  penitentiary  as  the  place  of  punishment, 
are  omitted. 

Mr.  OHlett  made  the  following  points: 

First. — The  naval  court  martial  had  jurisdiction  of  the  offence 
of  which  the  plaintiff  was  convicted. 

Among  the  powers  conferred  upon  Congress  by  the  8th 
section  of  the  first  article,  are  the  following: 

"To  provide  and  maintain  a  navy. 

"To  make  rules  for  the  government  and  regulation  of  the 
land  and  naval  forces." 

The  8th  amendment,  which  requires  a  presentment  of  a 
grand  jury  in  cases  of  capital  or  otherwise  infamous  crime, 
expressly  excepts  from  its  operation  "cases  arising  in  the  land 
or  naval  forces." 

These  provisions  show  that  Congress  has  the  power  to  pro- 
vide for  the  trial  and  punishment  of  militarv  and  naval 
offences  in  the  manner  men  and  now  practiced  by  civilized 
nations. 

In  the  exercise  of  the  powers  thus  conferred  upon  the  legis- 
lative department,  the  act  of  the  28d  of  April,  1820,  (2  U.  S.  L., 
p.  46,)  was  passed. 

The  17th  article  of  said  act  provides — 

"And  if  any  person  in  the  navy  shall  desert,  or  entice 
others  to  desert,  he  shall  suffer  death,  or  such  other  punish- 
ment as  a  court  martial  shall  a(^udge." 

The  32d  provides— 

"All  crimes  committed  by  persons  belonging  to  the  navy, 
which  are  not  specified  in  the  foregoing  articles,  shall  be  pun- 
ished according  to  the  laws  and  customs  in  such  cases  at  sea." 

Congress  specified  a  limited  number  of  offences,  and  among 
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them  desertion ;  and  then,  in  the  thirty-second  article,  made 
provision  for  all  possible  cases  which  could  occur  in  the  naval 
service. 

Among  the  offences  which  may  be  committed,  is  the 
attempt  to  desert.  Desertion  is  where  a  person,  bound  by  his 
enlistment  to  remain  in  service,  in  violation  of  his  duty 
escapes  from  the  control  of  those  in  command.^  An  attempt 
to  desert  is  where  the  motive  to  desert  is  conceived,  and  an 
effort  made  to  carry  it  into  effect,  but  which  is  not  fully  ac- 
complished, owing  to  the  want  of  success,  or  to  a  change  of 
purpose.  Such  an  offence  deserves  punishment  in  a  degree 
but  little  below  successful  desertion.  It  is  clearly  one  of  the 
unspecified  offences  provided  for  in  the  82d  article. 

The  35th  article  provides  for  the  appointment  of  courts 
martial.  These  courts  are  created  for  the  purpose  of  trying 
all  cases  arising  in  the  naval  service. 

The  38th  article  provides,  that  charges  shall  be  made  in 
writing,  which  was  done  in  this  case.  It  appears,  by  the 
record,  that  the  court  was  lawfully  constituted;  that  the 
charge  was  made  in  writing;  that  Dynes  appeared  and 
pleaded  to  the  charge.  If  he  had  been  found  guilty  of  de- 
sertion, no  complaint  could  have  been  made  against  the  con- 
viction for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court.  But,  as  it 
appears  that  the  court,  instead  of  finding  him  guiltjr  of  the 
high  offence  of  desertion,  which  authorizes  the  punishment 
of  death,  convicted  him  of  the  inferior  offence  of  attempting 
to  commit  the  crime,  it  is  assumed  that  the  court  had  no  juris- 
diction of  the  case.    This  assumption  cannot  be  sustained. 

It  is  a  well-settied  rule,  that  where  a  person  is  charged  with 
a  high  offence,  he  may  be  convicted  of  a  lower  one  of  tha 
same  class. 

In  the  People  v.  Jackson,  8  Hill  N.  T.  R.,  92,  Cowen,  J., 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  said: 

"  The  case  is,  in  principle,  like  a  conviction  of  manslaughter 
under  an  indictment  for  murder;  or  of  simple  larceny,  under 
an  indictment  for  burglary  or  robbery.  The  indictment 
charges  facts  enoufl'h,  and  more  than  enough,  to  make  out  a 
misdemeanor;  ana  the  prosecution  in  such  case  is  never 
holden  to  fail,  merely  because  all  the  alleged  circumstances 
are  not  proved,  if  such  as  are  proved  make  out  a  crime, 
thoueh  of  an  inferior  degree.  This  has  been  uniformly  held  by 
the  English  courts,  where  the  crime  proved  is  of  the  same  gen- 
eric character  with  that  charged;  for  instance,  where  the  proof 
is  of  an  inferior  felony,  and  the  indictment  charges  a  higher." 

In  the  People  v.  White,  22  Wen.,  167,  176,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New  York  laid  down  the  same  rule. 
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Boscoe,  in  his  work  on  Criminal  Evidence,  p«  99,  dteft 
anmerons  cases  to  prove  that  this  rale  is  correct  and  sonnd. 

The  same  principles  are  laid  down  in  Phillipps's  Evidence, 
p.  208. 

In  Ohitty's  Criminal  Law,  Ist  voL,  pp.  250,  251,  the  same 
I  ale  is  stated,  and  manv  cases  cited  to  prove  it  correct 

These  rales  are  equally  applicable  to  court-martiaJ  cases. 

Writers  on  courts  martial  Jay  down  similar  rules. 

O'Brien  says:  "When  the  offence,  named  in  the  charm 
admits  of  less  degrees  of  criminality,  the  court  may  find  the 
specification  to  amount  to  only  one  of  these  lesser  oegrees  of 
the  same  crime."    P.  265. 

De  Ilart  says:  "In  the  deliberation  of  the  court  upon  the 
finding  to  be  declared,  it  is  necessary  also  to  observe  the  dis- 
tinctions which  may  be  made  between  the  crime  as  alleged  in 
the  charge,  and  the  degree  of  offence-  proved.  A  court  mar- 
tial, therefore,  may  in  some  instances  find  a  prisoner  guilty 
of  the  offence  in  a  less  degree  than  that  stated.  For  example, 
a  prisonor  charged  with  desertion  may  be  acquitted  of  the 
nharge,  and  found  guilty  of  absence  without  leave.  Here  it 
IS  manifest  that  the  offence  proved  is  of  the  same  character  as 
the  one  charged,  but  differing  in  degree,  arising  from  the  in- 
tention of  the  accused  party.  So,  in  all  such,  or  similar  find- 
ings of  a  court  martial,  must  there  exist  a  kindred  nature 
between  the  offences,  as  it  would  clearly  be  a  violation  of 
justice  to  find  a  prisoner  guilty  of  a  crime  differing  in  kind, 
and  therefore  not  depending  upon  degree  of  culpabuity,  from 
that  with  which  he  stands  charged.'* 

"It  is  evident,  too,  that  as  a  prisoner  stands  charged  with  a 
specific  offence,  and  necessarily  defends  himself  from  the 
accusation  as  laid,  a  court  martial,  although  empowered  to 
find  him  guiltv  in  a  less  degree,  cannot  find  a  higher  degree 
of  guilt  than  that  alleged  in  the  charge."    Pp.  184,  185. 

Simmons  says:  "It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  remark,  that  the 
punishments  peculiar  to  desertion  cannot  be  awarded  on  con- 
viction of  absence  without  leave^  however  aggravated;  and  that 
an  offender,  charged  with  desertion,  may  be  found  guilly  of 
the  minor  crime,  absence  without  leave,  and  receive  judgment 
accordingly."     Pp.  838,  889. 

These  authorities  show  that  the  same  rule  which  prevails  in 
the  judicial  courta  is  applied  by  military  tribunals,  where  less 
technical  nicety  prevails.  The  great  object  in  view  in  courts 
martial  is  to  secure  justice  in  tne  simplest  manner  jiossible. 
De  Hart  sajrs,  (p.  146,)  "The  same  technical  nicety  which 
courts  of  civil  jurisdiction  observe  in  criminal  cases  is  not  de- 
sirable or  necessary  in  the  proceedings  of  a  court  martial,  and 
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exceptions  made  to  form  or  matter  are  only  admitted  by  them 
when  such  appear  essential  to  abstract  justice."  Certainly, 
abstract  justice  does  not,  in  this  case,  require  technical  nicely. 
Justice  has  been  fully  administered,  in  a  manner  common  to 
criminal  tribunals  and  courts  martial,  and  then  no  error  has 
been  committed. 

The  authorities  above*  cited  show  that,  on  a  charge  for  a 
higlier  offence,  the  accused  could  be  tried  and  convicted  of  a 
less  one  of  the  same  generic  character.  Were  this  not  so,  if 
the  proof  failed  to  show  the  accused  guilty  of  the  higher  offence, 
he  would  escape  all  punishment,  as  the  trial  and  acquittal  for 
such  higher  offence  might  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  indictment 
for  the  inferior  one.  The  court  having  had  unquestioned  juris- 
diction in  the  case  presented  in  the  charge  and  specification 
contained  in  the  record,  it  clearly  included  whatever  could  be 
tried  under  them.  The^cases  show  that  the  accused  could  be 
tried  for  the  lesser  offence  covered  by  the  more  extensive  one, 
formally  presented  against  him.  It  follows,  that  the  court  ha(i 
ample  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  it.  Having  the  author- 
ity to  try  the  plaintifl^  the  decision  upon  the  question  of  hie 
guilt  is  conclusive  upon  him,  and  is  not  the  subject  of  review 
in  this  court;  though,  if  it  were,  its  correctness  would  not  be 
questioned  after  reading  the  evidence. 

Second. — As  the  court  hadjurisdictiony  no  errors  comndUed  in  Us 
exercise  can  be  reviewed  or  corrected  by  this  court 

Courts  martial  have  original  jurisdiction  in  all  offences  com- 
mitted by  persons  in  the  naval  service,  when  convened  accord- 
ing to  law,  and  such  offences  are  brought  to  their  consideration 
in  the  manner  specified  in  the  statute.  No  reviewing  tribunal 
has  been  established,  although  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  and 
the  President,  in  effect,  act  as  revising  officers,  where  their 
concurrence  is  required  before  the  adjudication  of  the  court 
can  be  carried  into  effect  The  decisions  of  courts  martial  are 
as  conclusive  as  those  of  any  other  tribunal.  Their  jurisdiction 
isgeneral  over  a  class,  and  is  exclusive  as  to  all  naval  offences. 
Whether  they  exercise  it  wisely  or  erroneously,  while  they 
keep  within  such  jurisdiction,  is  not  the  subject  of  review  by 
other  courts.    The  matter  becomes  res  j'udicala. 

In  this  case,  the  question  of  the  guilt  of  the  plaintiff  is  finally 
and  conclusively  settled.  The  court  had  full  power  to  direct 
punishment.  In  some  cases  the  statute  defines  that  punish- 
ment, but  it  is  generally  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  court  try- 
ing the  accused. 

The  plaintiff  insists  that  the  court  exceeded  its  jurisdiction 
in  requiring  him  to  be  imprisoned  for  six  months,  at  hard  labor, 
in  the  penitentiary  of  the  District  of  Columbia.    The  82d  artt 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1867.  7$ 


/>yiMt  T.  Bbaoer, 


cle  of  the  act  of  1800  is  referred  to  as  proof  of  this.    It  is  in 
these  words: 

**  All  crimes  comniitted  by  persons  belonring  to  the  navy, 
which  are  not  specified  in  the  foregoing  articles,  shall  be  pun- 
ished according  to  the  laws  and  customs  in  such  cases  at  sea." 

It  is  contended  by  the  plaintifi^,  that  the  punishment  adjudged 
is  not  according  to  the  laws  and  customs  in  such  cases  at  sea. 
But  this  does  not  appear.  Those  prescribed  in  the  statute 
itself  are  applicable  to  the  cases  therein  specified.  The  present 
case  relates  to  those  not  distinctly  enumerated  in  the  statute, 
but  to  such  as  are  authorized  by  the  laws  and  customs  in  cases 
at  sea.  Who  shall  determine  this  question?  Is  it  a  question 
of  law,  or  of  fiwt? 

If  it  is  a  question  of  law,  it  was  clearly  one  for  the  court 
martial  sitting  to  determine,  and  their  decision  is  final,  and  not 
reviewable  here.  It  was  the  duty  of  that  court  to  pass  upon 
this  very  question,  when  they  were  determining  the  punish- 
ment to  be  inflicted.  It  was  clearly  within  their  jurisdiction, 
and  it  was  their  duty  to  consider  and  pass  upon  it.  They  did 
so,  and  their  decision  is  binding  upon  the  parties  to  that  trial, 
and  cannot  be  reviewed  here. 

K  it  were  a  question  of  fietct,  it  was  equally  the  duty  of  the 
court  martial  to  consider  and  determine  it  upon  the  evidence 
before  them ;  and  that  determination  is  equally  conclusive  as 
if  it  were  a  question  of  law. 

It  is  clear,  that  the  question  of  punishments  authorized  by 
the  laws  and  customs  of  sea  is  one  purely  of  fact.  Such  cus- 
toms and  laws  are  not  written  in  books,  but  exist  as  matters 
of  fact,  resting  in  tradition  and  practice.  This  court  cannot 
know  them  as  a  matter  of  law,  and  certainly  not  as  a  matter 
of  fitct.  How  can  this  court  say  that  imprisonment  at  hard 
labor  is  not  a  common  punishment  for  ofiences,  where  not 
specified  in  the  statute,  in  case  of  offences  at  sea?  Imprison- 
ment is  clearly  one  mode  of  punishment  for  many  ofiences 
known  to  our  laws,  including  those  regulating  the  naval  ser- 
vice, although  not  specified  m  words.  There  are  some  thirty 
crimes  specified  in  the  statute,  where  the  punishment  is  within 
the  discretion  of  the  court  martial.  This  may  be,  by  being 
shut  up  in  the  hold,  or  confined  on  the  deck  of  a  ship,  or  con 
finement  at  such  place,  at  sea  or  on  land,  as  the  court  think 
proper.  The  sentence  may  include  hard  labor  or  not,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  statute  to  show  that  the  undefined 
crimes  and  punishments  may  not  be  dealt  with  in  the  same 
manner.  No  law  or  usage  is  sliown  in  the  record  on  this  sub- 
ject   It  follows,  that  there  is  no  law  or  usage  to  restrain  the 
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court  in  relation  to  the  punishment  that  may  be  inflicted  in 
the  non-enumerated  cases.  If  the  plaintiff  had  believed  that, 
in  adjudicating  the  punishment,  the  court  martial  had  exceeded 
the  customary  and  lawful  punishment  for  such  offences,  he 
should  have  framed  an  issue  of  fact  upon  that  point,  and  have 
gone  to  the  jury  upon  it,  instead  of  raising  an  issue  of  law, 
where  such  fact  cannot  be  determined.  Instead  of  doing  so, 
he  comes  here  and  asks  this  court  to  determine,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  the  laws  and  usages  of  the  sea^  where  the  statute  has 
failed  to  define  them.  This  court  cannot  be  lawfully  called 
upon,  in  suits  of  law,  to  pass  upon  any  such  question. 

The  very  points  now  in  dispute  were  legitimately  before  the 
court  martial  for  its  determination.  The  accused  could  be 
heard  upon  all  questions  of  law  and  fact.  He  gave  such  evi- 
dence, as  to  both,  as  he  saw  fit.  The  court  considered  the  case 
as  presented,  and  disposed  of  these  same  questions  as  a  part 
of  its  duty,  and  thus  they  become  finally  and  conclusively  set- 
tled; and  the  proceeding  having  been  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary, this  court  is  bound  to  consider  them  rightfully  settled. 
But,  if  it  should  not,  still  the  adjudication  is  binding  upon  it. 
This  view  of  the  case  is  sustained  by  the  highest  autnority. 

In  Martin  v.  Mott,  12  Wheat.,  pp.  19,  29,  30,  this  court  held 
that  "the  authority  to  decide  whether  the  exigencies  contem- 
plated in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the  act  of 
Congress  of  1795,  in  which  the  President  has  authority  to  call 
forth  the  militia  'to  execute  the  laws  of  the  Union,  suppress 
iasurrections,  and  repel  invasions,'  have  arisen,  is  exclusivelv 
vested  in  the  President,  and  his  decision  is  conclusive  upon  all 
other  persons." 

In  Watkins  case,  8  Peters,  193,  p.  202,  the  question  of  the 
effect  of  a  iudgment  was  fully  considered  in  this  court.  La 
delivering'  the  opinion.  Story,  J.,  said : 

"A  judgment,  in  its  nature,  concludes  the  subject  on  which 
it  is  rendered,  and  pronounces  the  law  of  the  case.  The  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  record,  whose  jurisdiction  is  final,  is  as  con- 
clusive on  all  the  world  as  the  judgment  of  this  court  would 
be.  It  is  as  conclusive  on  this  court  as  it  is  on  other  courts.  It 
patb  an  end  to  inquiry  concerning  the  fact,  by  deciding  it." 

In  Wilcox  V.  Jackson,  13  Peters,  498,  p.  511,  this  court, 
speaking  of  the  conclusiveness  of  judgments,  said: 

"This  proposition  is  true  in  relation  to  every  tribunal  acting 
judicially,  whilst  acting  within  the  sphere  of  their  jurisdiction, 
where  no  ^[>pellate  tnounal  is  created;  and  even  when  there 
18  such  an  appellate  power,  the  judgment  is  conclusive  when 
it  only  comes  collaterally  into  question,  so  long  as  it  is  unre^ 
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In  Elliott  V.  Pierso],  1  Peters,  828,  p.  840,  this  couH  held: 
"Where  a  court  has  jurisdiction,  it  has  a  right  to  decide  every 
question  which  occurs  in  the  cause;  and  whether  its  decisions  be 
correct  or  otherwise,  its  judgment,  until  reversed,  is  regarded 
as  binding  in  every  other  court" 

Mr.  Justice  WAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
The  plaintiff  brought  an  action  for  assault  and  battery  and 
false  imprisonment,  charging  that  the  defendant  imprisoned 
him  in  the  penitentiary  of  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  de^ 
fendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  several  special  pleas,  in 
which  he  denied  the  force  and  injury,  and  set  up,  that  he,  as 
marshal  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  imprisoned  the  plaintiff 
by  virtue  of  the  authority  of  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
in  the  execution  of  a  sentence  of  a  naval  court  martial,  con- 
vened under  an  act  of  Congress  of  the  28d  of  April,  1800 ;  which 
sentence  was  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  which 
was  final  and  absolute,  and  denying  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  The  plaintiff  filed  a  retraxit,  admitting  that  there  was 
no  battery,  other  than  the  imprisonment  in  pursuance  of  the 
sentence  of  the  court  martial. 

The  charge  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  was  desertion,  with 
this  specification:  "that  on  or  about  the  twelfth  day  of  Sep- 
tember, in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  fifty-four,  Frank  Dynes  deserted  from  the  United  States 
ship  Independence,  at  New  York."  He  pleaded  not  guilty. 
After  hearing  the  evidence,  the  court  declared,  "We  oo  find 
the  accused,  Frank  Dynes,  seaman  of  the  United  States  navy, 
as  follows :  Of  the  specification  of  the  charge,  guiltv  of  attempt- 
ing to  desert ;  of  the  charge,  not  guilty  of  deserting,  but  guilty  of 
alientpting  to  desert;  and  3ie  court  do  thereupon  sentence  the 
said  Frank  Dynes,  a  seaman  of  the  United  States  navy,  to  be 
"^ntined  in  the  penitentiary  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  at  hard 
labor,  without  pay,  for  the  term  of  six  months  from  the  date  of 
the  approval  of  this  sentence,  and  not  to  be  again  enlisted  in  the 
naval  service."  This  conviction  and  sentence  was  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  on  the  26th  of  September,  1864. 
The  prisoner  was  then  brought  from  New  York  to  Washing- 
ton, m  custody;  and  the  President,  reciting  the  trial  and  sen^ 
tence,  made  the  fallowing  order  upon  the  defendant,  the  niar- 
<*hal,  in  relation  to  carrying  the  judgment  of  the  court  into 
execution.  "  The  prisoners  above  nwned  (the  plaintiff.  Dynes, 
being  one  among  others)  having  been  brought  to  the  city,  by 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  in  the  United  States 
steamer  Engineer,  you  are  hereby  directed  to  receive  thens 
ftom  the  commanding  officer  of  said  vessel,  and  commit  then 
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to  the  penitentiary  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  accordance 
with  their  respective  sentences."  '  These  facts  formed  a  portion 
of  the  defendant's  pleas,  to  which  the  plaintiff  demurred,  point- 
ing out  the  following  causes  of  demurrer: 

1.  Because  the  said  court  martial  had  no  jurisdiction  or  au- 
thority whatever  to  pass  such  sentence  as  that  pleaded  and  set 
forth  in  said  plea. 

2.  Because  the  sentence  is  illegal  and  void. 

3.  Because  the  President  of  the  United  States  had  no  juris- 
diction or  authority  whatever  to  write  such  a  letter  to  the  de- 
fendant as  that  pleaded  and  set  forth  in  said  plea,  nor  in  any 
manner  whatever  to  direct  the  defendant  to  commit  the  plain 
tiff  to  the  penitentiary  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  in  accord- 
ance w^ith  said  sentence. 

4.  Because  the  said  letter,  and  the  said  directions  therein 
contained,  are  unconstitutional,  illegal,  and  void. 

5.  Because  the  said  plea  is  altogether  vicious  and  insufficient 
in  law,  and  wants  form. 

There  was  a  joinder  in  demurrer  and  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

This  presents  the  question,  whether  the  defendant,  as  mai 
shal,  was  authorized  to  execute  the  direction  to  receive  the 
plaintiff,  then  in  custody  of  the  captain  of  the  United  States 
steamer  En^neer,  to  deliver  him  to  the  keeper  of  the  peniten- 
tiary of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  demurrer  admits  that  the  court  martial  was  lawfully 
organized;  that  the  crime  charged  was  one  forbidden  by  law; 
that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  charge  as  it  was  made; 
that  a  trial  took  place  before  the  court  upon  the  charge,  and 
the  defendant's  plea  of  not  guilty ;  and  that  upon  the  evidence 
in  the  case  the  court  found  Dynes  guilty  of  an  attempt  to  de- 
sert, and  sentenced  him  to  be  punished,  as  has  been  already 
stated;  that  the  sentence  of  the  court  was  approved  by  the 
Secretary,  and  that  by  his  direction  Dynes  was  brougnt  to 
Washington ;  and  that  the  defendant  was  marshal  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  and  that  in  receiving  Dynes,  and  committing 
him  to  the  keeper  of  the  penitentiary,  he  obeyed  the  orders  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States  in  execution  of  the  sentence. 
Among  the  powers  conferred  upon  Congress  by  the  8th  section 
of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution,  are  the  following:  ''to 
provide  and  maintain  a  navy ; "  "to  make  rules  for  the  govern- 
ment of  the  land  and  naval  forces."  And  the  8th  amendment, 
which  requires  a  presentment  of  a  grand  jury  in  cases  of  capital 
or  otherwise  infamous  crime,  expressly  excepts  from  its  opera- 
tion ''  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval  forces."  And  by  the  2d 
section  of  the  2d  article  of  the  Constitution  it  is  declared  that 
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"The  President  shall  he  commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and 
navy  of  the  United  States,  afad  of  the  militia  of  the  several 
States  when  called  into  the  actual  service  of  the  United  States." 

These  provisions  show  that  Congress  has  the  power  to  pro- 
vide for  the  trial  and  punishment  of  military  and  naval  oftences 
in  the  manner  then  and  now  practiced  by  civilized  nations ; 
and  that  the  power  to  do  so  is  given  without  any  connection 
between  it  and  the  3d  article  of  thejConstitution  defining  tlie 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States;  indeed,  that  the  two 
powers  are  entirely  independent  of  each  other. 

In  pursuance  of  the  power  just  recited  from  the  8th  section 
of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution,  Confess  passed  the  act 
of  the  28d  April,  1800,  (2  Stat,  at  Large,  46,)  providing  rules 
foi  the  government  of  the  navy.  The  17th  article  of  that  act 
is :  "  And  if  any  person  in  the  navy  shall  desert  or  entice  others 
to  desert,  he  shall  sufier  death,  or  such  other  punishment  as  a 
court  martial  shall  adjudge."  The  82d  article  is :  ^'  All  crimes 
committed  bv  persons  belon^ng  to  the  navy,  which  are  not 
specified  in  the  foregoing  articles,  shall  be  punished  according 
to  the  laws  and  customs  in  such  cases  at  sea."  The  85th  arti- 
cle provides  for  the  appointment  of  courts  martial  to  try  all 
oftences  which  may  anse  in  the  naval  seryice.  The  S8th  aii;i- 
cle  provides  that  charges  shall  be  made  in  writing,  which  was 
done  in  this  case.  The  court  was  lawfully  constituted,  the 
charge  made  in  writing,  and  Dynes  appeared  and  pleaded  to 
the  charge.  Now,  the  demurrer  admits,  if  Dynes  had  been 
found  guilty  of  desertion,  that  no  complaint  would  have  been 
made  against  the  conviction  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  tlie 
court.  But  as  it  appears  that  the  court,  instead  of  finding 
Dynes  guilty  of  the  nigh  offence  of  desertion,  which  author- 
izes the  punishment  of  death,  convicted  him  of  attempting  to 
desert,  and  sentenced  him  to  imprisonment  for  six  mouths  at 
hard  labor  in  the  penitentiary  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  it  is 
argued  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  pass 
such  a  sentence;  in  other  words,  in  the  language  of  the  coun 
sel  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  that  "the  finding  was  coram  non 
judicey  it  being  for  an  offence  of  which  the  plaintift'  was  never 
charged,  and  of  which  the  court  had  no  cognizance.  That  the 
subject-matter  of  the  sentence,  the  punishment  inflicted,  was 
not  within  their  jurisdiction,  and  is  a  punishment  which  they 
had  no  sort  of  permission  or  authority  of  law  to  inflict." 

But  the  finding  of  the  court  aminst  the  prisoner  was  what 
is  known  in  the  administration  of  criminal  law  as  a  partial  ver- 
dkty  in  which  the  accused  is  acquitted  of  a  part  of  the  accusa- 
tion against  him,  and  found  guilty  of  the  residue.  As  when 
there  is  an  acquittal  on  one  count,  and  a  verdict  of  guilty  on 
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another.  Or  when  the  charge  is  of  a  higher  decree,  iuclading 
one  of  a  lesser,  there  may  be  a  finding  hjSLpartud  verdict  of  thS 
latter.  As  upon  a  charge  of  burglary,  there  may  be  a  conyie- 
tion  for  a  larceny,  and  an  acquittal  of  the  nocturnal  entry.  So, 
upon  an  indictment  for  murder,  there  may  be  a  verdict  of  man* 
slaughter,  and  robbery  may  be  reduced  to  simple  larceny,  and 
a  battery  into  an  assault. 

The  objection  is  ingeniously  worded,  was  very  ably  argued, 
and,  we  may  add,  with  a  clear  view  and  knowledge  of  what 
the  law  is  upon  such  a  subject,  and  how  the  plaintiff's  case 
must  be  brought  under  it,  to  make  the  defendant  responsible 
on  this  action  for  false  imprisonment.  But  it  substitutes  an 
imputed  error  in  the  finding  of  the  court  for  the  original  sub- 
ject-matter of  its  jurisdiction,  seeking  to  make  the  marshal 
answerable  for  his  mere  ministerial  execution  of  a  sentence, 
which  the  court  passed,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  approved, 
and  which  the  President  of  the  United  States,  as  constitational 
commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy  of  the  United  States, 
directed  the  marshal  to  execute,  by  receiving  the  prisoner  and 
convict.  Dynes,  from  the  naval  officer  then  havinc  him  in  custo- 
dy, to  transfer  him  to  the  penitentiary,  in  accordance  with  the 
sentence  which  the  court  had  passed  upon  him.  And  this  upon 
the  principle,  that  where  a  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter,  it  tries  and  assumes  it;  or  where  an  inferior 
court  has  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  biU  is  bound  to 
adopt  certain  rules  in  its  proceedings^  from  which  U  demotes j  whereby 
the  proceedings  are  rendered  coram  nan  jvdice^  that  trespass  for 
false  imprisonment  is  the  proper  remedy,  where  the  liberty  of 
the  citizen  has  been  restrained  by  process  of  the  court,  or  by 
the  execution  of  its  judgment.  Such  is  the  law  in  either  case, 
in  respect  to  the  court,  which  acts  without  havine  jurisdiction 
over  the  subject-matter;  or  which,  having  jurisdiction,  disre- 
gards the  rules  of  proceeding  enjoined  by  the  law  for  its  exer- 
cise, so  as  to  render  the  case  coram  non  jvdiee.  (Cole's  case, 
John.  W.,  171;  Dawson  v.  Gill,  1  East.,  64;  Smith  i?.  Bencher, 
Hardin,  71;  Martin  v.  Marshall,  Hob.,  68;  Weaver  v.  Clifford, 
2  Bui.,  64;  2  Wils.,  885.)  In  both  cases,  the  law  is,  that  an 
officer  executing  the  process  of  a  court  which  has  acted  vrith- 
out  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  becomes  a  trespasser, 
it  bein^  better  for  the  peace  of  society,  and  its  interests  of 
every  kind,  that  the  responsibility  of  determining  whether  the 
court  has  or  has  not  jurisdiction  should  be  upon  the  officer, 
than  that  a  void  writ  should  be  executed.  This  court,  so  far 
back  as  the  year  1806,  said,  in  the  case  of  Wise  and  Withers, 
8  Cr.,  331,  p.  837  of  that  case,  ''It  follows,  from  this  opinion, 
that  a  court  martial  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  justice  of  the 
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peace  as  a  militiaman;  he  could  never  be  legally  enrolled; 
and  it  is  a  principle^  that  a  decision  of  such  a  tribunal,  in  a  case 
clearly  without  its  jurisdiction,  cannot  protect  the  officer  who 
executes  it.  The  court  and  the  officer  are  all  trespassers.''  (2 
Brown,  124;  10  Or.,  69;  Mark's  Rep.,  118;  8  Term  R,  424; 
4  Mass.  B.,  284.) 

I  add  two  cases  from  the  2d  of  Horace  Gray's  reports  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Federal  Court  of  Massachusetts,  frirnished 
me  by  Mr.  Justice  Campbell,  of  Pifer  v.  Person,  120;  Clark  v. 
Whipple,  in  May  and  Kent,  410. 

But  the  case  in  hand  is  not  one  of  a  court  without  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  subject-matter,  or  that  of  one  which  has  neglected 
the  forms  and  rules  of  procedure  enjoined  for  the  exercise  of 
jurisdiction.  It  was  regularly  convened;  its  forms  of  pro- 
cedure were  strictly  observed  as  they  are  directed  to  be  by  the 
statute ;  and  if  its  sentence  be  a  deviation  from  it,  which  we  do 
not  admit,  it  is  not  absolutely  void.  Whatever  the  sentence  is, 
or  may  have  been,  as  it  was  not  a  trial  by  court  martial  taking 
place  out  of  the  United  States,  it  could  not  have  been  carried 
into  execution  but  by  the  confirmation  of  the  President,  had 
it  extended  to  loss  of  life,  or  in  cases  not  extending  to  loss  of 
life,  as  this  did  not,  but  by  the  confirmation  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  who  ordered  the  court.  And  if  a  sentence  be  so 
confirmed,  it  becomes  final,  and  must  be  executed,  unless  the 
President  pardons  the  offender.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  an  ap- 
peal to  the  officer  ordering  the  court,  who  is  made  by  the  law 
the  arbiter  of  the  legality  and  propriety  of  the  court's  sentence. 
When  confirmed,  it  is  altogether  beyond  the  jurisdiction  or 
inquiry  of  any  civil  tribunal  whatever,  unless  it  shall  be  in  a 
case  in  which  the  court  had  not  jurisdiction  over  the  subjecU 
matter  or  charge,  or  one  in  which,  havine  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter,  it  has  failed  to  observe  tne  rules  prescribed  by 
the  statute  for  its  exercise.  In  such  cases,  as  has  just  been 
said,  all  of  the  parties  to  such  illegal  trial  are  trespassers  upon  a 
party  aggrieved  by  it,  and  he  mav  recover  damages  from  them 
on  a  proper  suit  in  a  civil  court,  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury. 

Persons,  then,  belonging  to  the  anny  and  the  navy  are  not 
subject  to  illegal  or  irresponsible  courts  martial,  when  the  law 
for  convening  tliem  and  directing  their  proceedings  of  organ- 
ization and  for  trial  have  been  disregarded.  In  such  cases, 
everything  which  mav  be  done  is  void — not  voidable,^  but 
void;  and  civil  courts  nave  never  failed,  upon  a  proper  suit,  to 
give  a  party  redress,  who  has  been  injured  bv  a  void  procesB 
or  voia  judgment.  In  England,  it  has  been  done  by  the  civil 
couits,  ever  since  the  passage  of  the  1  Mutiny  act  of  William 
ftnd  Mary,  oh.  6^  8d  April,  1689.    And  it  must  have  been  witk 
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A  direct  reference  to  what  the  law  was  in  England,  that  thii 
court  said,  in  Wise  v.  Withers,  8  Or.,  887,  that  in  such  a  case 
<Hhe  court  and  the  officers  are  all  trespassers."  When  we 
speak  of  proceedings  in  a  cause,  or  for  the  organization  of  the 
court  aud  for  trials,  we  do  not  mean  mere  irregularity  in  prac- 
tice on  the  trial,  or  any  mistaken  rulings  in  respect  to  evi- 
dence or  law,  hut  of  a  aisregard  of  the  essentials  required  by 
the  statute  under  which  the  court  has  been  convened  to  try 
and  to  punish  an  offender  for  an  imputed  violation  of  the  law. 
Courta  martial  derive  their  jurisdiction  and  are  regulated 
with  us  b^  an  act  of  Congress,  in  which  the  crimes  which  may 
be  committed,  the  manner  of  charging  the  accused,  and  of 
trial,  and  the  punishments  which  may  be  inflicted,  are  ex- 
pressed in  terms;  or  they  may  get  jurisdiction  by  a  fair  deduc- 
tion from  the  definition  of  the  crime  that  it  comprehends,  and 
that  the  Legislature  meant  to  subject  to  punishment  one  of  a 
minor  degree  of  a  kindred  character,  which  has  already  been 
recognised  to  be  such  by  the  practice  of  courts  martial  in  the 
army  and  navy  services  of  nations,  and  by  those  functionaries 
in  different  nations  to  whom  has  been  confided  a  revising 
power  over  the  sentences  of  courts  martial.  And  when 
offences  and  crimes  are  not  ^ven  in  terms  or  by  definition, 
the  want  of  it  may  be  supplied  by  a  comprehensive  enact- 
ment, such  as  the  32d  article  of  the  rules  for  the  government 
of  the  navy,  which  means  that  courts  martial  have  juris- 
diction of  such  crimes  as  are  not  specified,  but  which  have 
been  recognised  to  be  crimes  and  offences  by  the  usages  in  the 
navy  of  all  nations,  and  that  they  shall  be  punished  according 
to  uie  laws  and  customs  of  the  sea.  Notwithstanding  the 
apparent  indeterminateness  of  such  a  provision,  it  is  not  liable 
to  abuse;  for  what  those  crimes  are,  and  how  they  are  to  be 
punished,  is  well  known  by  practical  men  in  the  navy  and 
army,  and  by  those  who  have  studied  the  law  of  courts  mar- 
tial, and  the  offences  of  which  the  different  courts  martial  have 
cognizance.  With  the  sentences  of  courts  martial  which  have 
been  convened  regularly,  and  have  proceeded  legally,  and  by 
which  punishments  are  directed,  not  forbidden  by  law,  or 
which  are  according  to  the  laws  and  customs  of  the  sea,  civil 
courts  have  nothing  to  do,  nor  are  they  in  any  way  alterable 
by  them.  If  it  were  otherwise,  the  civil  courts  would  virtually 
aaminister  the  rules  and  articles  of  war,  irrespective  of  those 
to  whom  that  duty  and  obligation  has  been  confided  by  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  from  whose  decisions  no  appeal  or 
jurisdiction  of  any  kind  has  been  given  to  the  civil  magistrate 
or  civil  courts.  But  we  repeat,  if  a  court  martial  has  no  Juru- 
4i^iiion  ova"  the  subject-matter  of  the  charge  it  haa  been  oonvoniid 
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to  tiy,  or  shall  inflict  a  ^pumshment  forbidden  by  the  law^  though 
ltd  sentence  shall  be  approved  by  the  officers  having  a  revisory 
power  of  it,  civil  courts  may,  on  an  action  by  a  party  aggrieved 
by  it,  inquire  into  the  want  of  the  court's  jurisdiction,  and  give 
him  redress.  (Harman  v.  Tappenden,  1  East.,  555 ;  as  to  min- 
isterial officers,  Marshall's  case,  10  Cr.,  76;  Morrison  v.  Sloper, 
Wells,  80;  Parton  v.  Williams,  B.  and  A.,  880;  and  as  to  jus- 
tices  of  the  peace,  by  Ld.  Tenterden,  in  Basten  v.  Carew,  8  B. 
and  C,  658;  Mules  v.  Calcott,  6  Bins,  85.) 

Such  is  tiie  law  of  England.  By  the  mutiny  acts,  courts 
martial  have  been  created,  with  authority  to  try  those  who  are 
a  part  of  the  army  or  navy  for  breaches  of  military  or  naval 
duty.  It  has  been  repeatedly  determined  that  the  sentences 
of  those  courts  are  conclusive  in  any  action  brought  in  the 
courts  of  common  law.  But  the  courts  of  common  law  will 
examine  whether  courts  martial  have  exceeded  the  jurisdiction 
given  them,  though  it  is  said,  "not,  however,  after  the  sen- 
tence has  been  ratified  and  carried  into  execution."  (Grant  v, 
Gould,  2  H.  Black,  69;  Ship  Bounty,  1  East.,  813;  Shalford's 
case,  1  East.,  818;  Mann  v.  Owen,  9  B.  and  C,  695;  in  the 
matter  of  Poe,  5  B.  and  A.,  681,  on  a  motion  for  a  prohibition.) 
A  judge,  or  any  person  acting  by  authority  as  such,  where  he 
has  over  the  subject-matter,  and  over  the  person,  a  general 
jurisdiction  which  he  nas  not  exceeded,  will  not  be  liable  to 
have  his  judgment  examined  in  an  action  brought  ajgainst  him- 
self; but  if  jurisdiction  be  wanting  over  the  subject-matter, 
and  over  the  person,  such  judgment  would  be  examinable. 
(Hammond  v.  Howel,  1  Mod.,  1§4;  Garnett  v.  Perrand,  6  B. 
and  C,  611;  Moslyn  v.  Fabugas,  Cow.,  172;  Bonham's  case, 
8  Co.,  114;  Greenwell  v.  Burwell,  1  LeRoy,  454;  by  Holt,  C. 
J.,  1  Le  Roy,  470 ;  Lumley  v.  Lance,  2  Le  Koy,  767 ;  Basten  v. 
Carew,  8  B.  and  C,  649.  The  preceding  cited  cases  relate  to 
judges  of  record.  As  to  judges  not  of  record,  ecclesiastical 
judges,  Acherly  v.  Parkerson,  8  M.  and  S.,  411.  Commis- 
sioners of  court  of  bequests,  Aldrid^e  r.  Haines,  2  B.  and  Ad., 
895.  As  to  returning  officer  of  election,  Ashby  v.  White,  2 
Ld.  Raym.,  941;  Cullen  v.  Morris,  2  Start,  577.) 

In  this  case,  all  of  us  think  that  the  court  which  tried  D^68 
had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter  of  the  charge  against 
him ;  that  the  sentence  of  the  court  against  him  was  not  for- 
bidden by  law ;  and  that,  having  been  approved  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Na\rv  as  a  fair  deductioi;!  from  the  17&  article  of 
the  act  of  April  28d,  1800,  and  that  Dynes  having  been  brought 
to  Washington  as  a  prisoner  by  the  direction  of  the  Secretary, 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States,  as  constitutional  oom- 
mander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy,  and  in  virtue  of  his 
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constitutional  obligation,  that  '^He  shall  take  care  that  the 
laws  be  faithfully  executed/'  violated  no  law  in  directing  the 
marshal  to  receive  the  prisoner  Dynes  from  the  officer  com- 
manding the  United  States  steamer  Engineer,  for  the  purpose 
of  transferring  him  to  the  penitentiary  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia; and,  consequently,  that  the  marshal  is  not  answerable 
in  this  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment. 

We  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court. 

Mr.  Justice  McLean  dissented. 


David  D.  Withbbs,  Plaintiff  in  Ebrob,  v.  Ransom  Buckley, 
Daniel  Wilson,  Newton  Huff,  Hugh  R.  Davis,  Douglas  H. 
Cooper,  Charles  Yaughan,  and  James  Metcalf. 

This  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  under  the  25th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789, 
of  the  question  whether  or  not  a  law  of  a  State  is  in  opposition  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  that  State. 

Therefore,  where  it  is  alleged  that  the  Constitntion  of  a  State  declares  that  priyate 
property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  uses,  and  that  the  highest  court  of  the 
State  has  sustained  the  validity  of  a  law  which  violates  this  constitutional  pro- 
vision, this  court  has  no  power  to  review  that  decision. 

The  fifth  article  of  the  amendments  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  was 
intended  to  prevent  the  Government  of  the  United  States  from  taking  private 
property  for  public  uses  without  just  compensation,  and  was  not  intended  as  a 
restraint  upon  the  State  Governments. 

A  law  of  the  State  of  Mississippi,  for  improving  the  navigation  of  a  river  which 
empties  itself  into  the  Mississippi,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  act  of  Oongress 
providing  for  the  admission  of  that  State  into  the  Union,  which  act  g^arantioi 
the  free  navigation  of  the  Mississippi  river. 

Being  admitted  upon  a  footing  of  equality  with  the  other  States,  the  State  of 
Mississippi  had  the  rightful  power  to  change  the  channels  or  courses  of  riven 
within  the  interior  of  the  State,  for  purposes  of  internal  improvement. 

And,  moreover,  the  law  in  question  does  not  propose  to  a£fect  the  navigation  of 
the  Mississippi  river,  but  only  a  small  stream  running  into  it. 

This  case  was  brought  up  from  the  High  Court  of  Errors 
and  Appeals  of  the  btate  of  Mississippi,  by  a  writ  of  error 
issued  under  the  25th  section  of  the  jumciary  act. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Benjamin  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
Mr.  Carlisle  for  the  defendants.  There  was  also  a  brief  filed 
by  Mr.  Yerger  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Badger  and 
Mr.  Carlisle  for  the  defendants. 

The  points  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  are  taken 
from  the  brief  of  Mr.  Yerger: 

I.  There  is  no  doubt  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  equity 
upon  the  case  stated  by  the  bill.  (4  Cush.  Rep.,  86;  8  Wend. 
Hep.,  686;  2  John.  Ch,  Rep.,  165;  6  Paige  s  Kep.,  262.) 
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n.  Apart  from  any  public  or  private  nuisance,  the  bill  al- 
leges special  injury  to  the  complainant,  which  is  within  the 
principle  of  the  above-cited  decisions,  and  others  hereinafter 
cited. 

m.  We  contend  that  the  act  of  1850  is  unconstitutional. 
First,  because  it  provides  no  compensation  to  the  complainant; 
and,  secondly,  that  it  is  void,  because  prohibited  by  the  ordi- 
nance of  Congress. 

1.  As  to  its  unconstitutionality.  The  land  of  complainant 
is  on  the  waters  of  Old  river  and  the  Narrows.  The  water 
runs  through  it  This  is  not  a  navigable  stream,  according  to 
common-law  meaning  of  the  term,  ^ut  a  grant  of  land  on  or 
bounded  by  such  a  stream  as  this,  passes  the  right  to  the  land 
to  the  middle  of  the  stream.  The  use  of  the  water  also,  as  an 
incident,  passes  by  a  grant,  and  is  as  sacred  a  ri^ht  as  the  land 
itself.  (See  Morgan  v.  Reading,  3  Smedes  and  Mar. ;  2  John. 
Ch.  Rep.,  165.) 

Where  a  grant  of  land  is  on  a  stream  above  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  the  tide,  the  land  passes,  and  the  water  also,  subject  only 
to  the  right  of  the  public  to  navigate  it.  The  use  of  the  water 
is  a  part  of  the  freehold.  (Angel  on  Water-courses,  pp.  1 — 11, 
12,  13—29;  Co.  Litt.,  4;  2  Brown  Com.,  142;  BuUen  v.  Ray- 
nells,  2  N.  Ham.,  255.) 

In  all  cases,  above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  a  right  of 
property  in  the  water  passes  with  a  grant  of  the  land,  and  it 
cannot  be  divested  or  taken  away  without  compensation,  as 
the  above  authorities  show. 

The  case  from  Harrington's  Rep.,  and  from  2  Peters  Rep., 
were  cases  of  navigable  waters  according  to  common  law,  as 
the  cases  show,  in  which  case  there  can  be  no  individual  right 
to  the  water. 

In  the  case  in  8  Cowen,  146,  the  only  injury  to  plaintiff  was 
the  temporary  erection  of  bridges  to  build  the  pier,  and  that  it 
was  like  materials  used  in  building,  it  might  be  a  temporary 
inconvenience  to  a  neighbor,  &c.     (See  pages  150  and  151.) 

It  may  be  said  that  the  principle  of  the  common  law,  as  to 
streams  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  applies  to  the  waters 
of  the  Mississippi  and  the  streams  which  flow  into  it. 

But  this  was  the  great  point,  argued  most  laboriouslv,  and 
decided  by  the  Hij^h  Court  of  Mississippi,  in  the  case  of  Mor* 
gan  V.  Reading,  3  8m.  and  Mar.,  366,  and  numerous  other 
authorities  are  against  it.  (See  also  Gardner  v.  Village  of 
Newberry,  2  John.  Ch.  Rep.,  165 ;  Belknap  v.  Belknap,  2  John. 
Ch.,  463;  8  Paige  Rep.,  577;  1  Dev.  Rep.,  121;  6  Paige  Rep., 
262;  4Ma«on,  879.) 

IV«  But  the  ordinance  of  Congress  also  prevents  the  Legie- 
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Utare  from  obstrncting  the  navigation  of  the  Misflissippi  and 
its  waters.  It  may  improve  them,  but  it  cannot  obstruct,  \xy 
damming  up  the  water,  or  diverting  it  from  its  natural  course, 
so  as  to  entirely  deprive  its  navigation.  (Hutchinson's  Code, 
55,  67,  59.) 

The  case  in  1  McLean's  Rep.  is  directlv  in  point.  It  decides 
that  a  private  injury  must  be  alleged;  tnat  the  mere  fact  of  a 
right  to  navigate,  without  using  or  intending  to  use  the  riffht, 
and  without  private  injury  alleged,  would  not  do.  But  when 
the  navigation  was  obstructed,  and  a  private  injury  was  alleged, 
equity  would  interfere.  (See  pages  348,  344,  346,  350,  351, 
852,  358.) 

Act  of  1819,  p.  106,  declares  Homochitto  navigable,  and  the 
bill  alleges  that  from  time  immemorial  the  grantors  of  plaintift' 
and  himself  used  the  water  to  supply  this  place,  and  to  tran^ 
port  cotton  and  supplies  to  and  from  his  place. 

Mr.  Oarlislef  after  commenting  upon  the  points  presented  by 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  presented  the  following 
view  of  the  case: 

The  jurisdiction  of  this  court  is  assumed  upon  the  allegation, 
which  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  to  maintain,  that  the  statute  of 
Mississippi  is  u  nconstitutional ;  because  it  purports  to  authorize 
the  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use,  without  just  com- 
pensation ;  and  because  it  is  repugnant  to  the  4th  section  of 
the  act  of  1st  March,  1817,  (3  Stat.,  349.) 

But  the  bill  does  not  show  any  case  of  taking  private  prop- 
erty for  public  use.  The  complaint  is  of  an  apprehended  con- 
sequential injurv,  resulting  from  diverting  the  waters  of  the 
Homochitto.  ifo  land  oi  the  complainant  lies  on  that  river. 
It  is  a  navigable  river,  lying  wholly  within  the  territorial  limits 
of  the  State  of  Mississippi.  As  such,  it  is  subject  to  the  power 
exercised  by  this  statute;  and  its  waters  are  not  the  subject  of 
private  property  in  any  sense  of  the  words  "private  property" 
in  the  Constitution,  or  in  any  sense  which  can  interfere  with 
the  full  exercise  of  the  power  in  question,  according  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Legislature.  If  the  plaintiff  in  error  suffer  loss 
through  the  lawml  exercise  of  this  public  power,  it  is  dammim 
absque  injuria. 

Least  of  all  ^it  is  submitted)  can  a  party  so  situated  restrain 
by  injunction  tne  exercise  of  such  a  power. 

As  to  the  supposed  conflict  with  the  act  of  1817,  the  obvious 
answer  is,  that  the  statute  is  not  to  obstruct  the  Homochitto, 
but  to  improve  its  navigation.  "Old  river  and  the  Narrows" 
are  not  "navigable  rivers  and  waters,"  in  the  meaning  of  that 
Mt    B^des,  even  if  they  were,  it  is  submitted  that  tEe  plain- 
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tiff  in  error,  upon  the  case  made  by  his  bill,  would  have  no 
standing  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  has  no  rirfit  to  call 
upon  this  court  to  pronounce  upon  the  constitutionality  of  the 
statute  of  Mississippi. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Upon  a  writ  of  error  to  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Ap- 
peals of  the  State  of  Mississippi,  under  the  authority  of  the 
26th  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  September  24th,  1789, 
establishing  the  judicial  courts  of  the  United  States. 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  bv  his  bill  in  the  State  court,  alleged 
that  he  is  the  owner  of  a  large  and  valuable  plantation  in  the 
State  of  Mississippi,  situated  on  what  is  called  Old  river y  being  a 
former  bed  of  the  Mississippi  river,  but  which  was  cut  off  and 
made  derelict  by  a  change  in  the  course  of  the  Mississippi  in 
the  year  1796.  That  the  Homocbitto  river,  in  said  State, 
empties  its  waters  into  the  said  Old  river  at  a  point  above,  or 
north  of,  the  complainant's  plantation,  and  at  low  stages  of 
the  waters  of  the  Mississippi  the  waters  of  the  Horaochitto 
pass  around  through  the  bed  of  Old  river,  and  out  by  the  nar- 
rows thereof  into  me  Mississippi.  That  the  flow  of  the  waters 
of  the  Homocbitto  removes  the  deposits  of  mud  occasioned  by 
the  overflow  of  the  Mississippi,  and  thus  keeps  open  the  out- 
let of  Old  river,  to  the  great  advantage  of  the  complainant,  and 
of  others  similarly  situated  on  Old  river. 

That  the  Le^slature  of  Mississippi,  by  a  law  approved  on 
the  5th  of  Marcn,  1850,  entitled  '^An  act  regulating  and  defi- 
ning the  powers  of  the  commissioners  of  BLomochitto  river/ 
appointed  the  defendants  commissioners  for  the  purpose  of 
**  improving  the  navigation  of  the  Homocbitto  river,  and  any 
outlet  from  the  same,  through  Old  river  and  Buffalo  bayou  to 
the  Mississippi  river,  and  for  removing  any  obstructions  in 
said  streams,  and  excavating  and  digging  a  canal  unto  the 
Buffalo  from  the  Homocbitto  river,  or  from  Old  river  into  the 
Buffalo."  That  said  canal  commences  on  Old  river  below  the 
mouth  of  the  Homocbitto  river,  and  above  the  lands  of  the 
complainant,  and  will  neither  begin,  pass  through,  nor  termi- 
nate upon,  the  lands  of  the  complainant.  That  the  complain- 
ant and  his  grantors  have  ever  enjoyed  and  used  the  waters 
flowing  through  his  and  their  lands,  for  agricultural  and 
domestic  purposes,  and  for  navigation  in  transporting  their 
crops  to  markets,  and  receiving  supplies  therefrom ;  first  when 
Ola  river  was  a  part  of  the  Mississippi,  and  since  the  cut-off 
in  1796,  bv  the  waters  supplied  to  Old  river  from  the  Homo- 
cbitto, and  the  back  waters  of  the  Mississippi  in  time  of  fioods. 
That|  by  the  said  laws  of  Mississippi,  no  compensation  is  provided 
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for  the  injury  to  be  done  to  the  complainant  bv  the  diversion  of 
the  waters  of  the  Homochitto  and  Old  river  from  the  lands  of 
complainant,  and  the  destruction  of  the  navigation  which  said 
waters  afibrd  to  his  plantation,  because  said  canal  or  contem- 
plated outlet  is  not  to  be  made  upon  the  complainant's  lands. 
The  bill  of  the  complainant  then  charged  that  the  laws  of  Mis- 
sissippi are  invalid  for  having  omitted  to  provide  compensation 
for  the  injury  to  be  inflicted  by  them  upon  the  complainant, 
and  are,  by  that  omission,  in  violation  of  the  fundamental  laws 
both  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  State  of  Mississippi,  the 
Constitutions  of  both  of  which  declare  that  private  property 
shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation 
being  made  therefor;  and  are  also  in  violation  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  March  Ist,  1817,  authorizing  the  people  of  Missis- 
sippi to  form  a  Constitution,  and  of  the  ordinance  passed  on 
the  IStJi  of  August,  1817,  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
both  the  act  of  Congress  and  ordinance  providing  that  the 
Mississippi  river,  and  the  navigable  rivers  leading  into  the 
same,  shall  be  common  highways,  and  forever  free,  as  well  to 
the  inhabitants  of  Mississippi  as  to  other  citizens  of  the  United 
States. 

To  this  bill  a  demurrer  was  interposed  by  the  defendants  in 
error,  and  the  cause  having  been  carried  to  the  High  Court  of 
Errors  and  Appeals  of  Mississippi,  by  that  court  the  demurrer 
was  sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissed,  with  costs. 

The  correctness  or  incorrectness  of  the  decree  of  the  High 
Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  is  the  subject  of  inquiry  and  de- 
cision now  before  this  court.  In  the  prosecution  of  our  inquiry, 
it  is  proper  to  disembarrass  it  of  matters  with  which  it  has 
been  attempted  to  associate  or  surround  it;  matters  having  no 
just  connection  therewith,  and  the  introduction  of  which  tends 
onlv  to  obstruct  and  obscure  the  elucidation  of  truth. 

Thus  it  is  charged  in  the  complainant's  bill,  that  the  law 
authorizing  the  improvement  of  the  Homochitto  river  is  void, 
because  it  violates  the  Constitution  of  Mississippi,  by  omitting 
to  provide  a  compensation  for  the  injury  which  might  be 
done  to  individuals  by  carrying  that  law  into  effect;  the 
Constitution  of  the  State  having  declared  that  private  prop- 
erty shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  com- 
pensation being  made  therefor.  In  answer  to  this  charge 
it  is  sufficient  to  state,  that  this  court  never  has,  and  does 
not,  assume  the  right  to  pronounce  authoritatively  upon 
the  wisdom  or  justice  of  the  legislation  of  the  States,  when 
operating  upon  their  own  citizens,  and  upon  subjects  of  prop- 
erty clearly  within  their  own  territory  and  appropriate  cogni- 
zan<  4,  except  so  far  as  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
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Expressly,  or  by  inevitable  implication,  may  have  made  it  the 
duly  of  this  court  to  control  the  action  of  the  State  Govern- 
ments. Nor  has  it  been  deemed  the  province  of  this  court  to 
abrogate  or  overrule  the  interpretation  put  upon  their  own  re- 
spective statutes  by  the  courts  of  the  several  States,  whether 
such  interpretation  had  reference  to  the  ordinary  rights  of  per- 
son or  property,  or  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  legislative 
powers  vested  by  the  Constitutions  of  the  several  States,  and 
their  coincidence  with  acts  of  legislation  performed  under  the 
delegation  of  those  powers.  These  are  functions  wisely  and 
necessarily  left  by  this  court  untouched  in  the  State  tribunals, 
the  assumption  of  which  by  the  Federal  judiciary,  as  it  would 
embrace  every  matter  upon  which  the  Governments  of  the 
States  could  operate,  would,  in  effect,  amount  to  the  annihila- 
tion of  those  Governments.  The  doctrine  of  this  court  as  here 
stated  has  been  clearly  affirmed. 

In  the  case  of  Jackson  v.  Lamphire,  in  8d  of  Peters,  on  page 
289  of  that  volume,  this  court  has  declared  that  it  ^'has  no 
authority  on  a  writ  of  error  from  a  State  court  to  declare  a 
State  law  void  on  account  of  its  collision  with  a  State  Consti- 
tution, it  not  being  a  case  embraced  in  the  judiciary  act,  which 
alone  gives  power  to  issue  a  writ  of  error  to  the  State  court.** 
This  court  say,  "that  they  will  therefore  refrain  from  express- 
ing any  opinion  on  the  points  made  by  counsel  in  relation  to 
the  Constitution  of  New  York."  See  also  the  ruling  of  this 
court  upon  the  construction  of  State  laws,  in  the  cases  of  Polk's 
Lessee  v.  Wendal  et  al.,  in  9th  Cranch,  p.  87,  and  of  the  West 
River  Bridge  Company  v.  Dix  et  al.,  6  How.,  p.  607.  The  con- 
formity, therefore,  to  the  State  Constitution,  of  the  statute  ap- 
pointing the  commissioners  of  the  Homochitto  river,  and  pre- 
scribing their  powers  and  duties,  was  a  question  appropriately 
belonging  to  the  State  court,  and  its  decision  of  tnat  question 
is  not  properly  subject  to  re-examination  here. . 

The  statute  of  Mississippi  is  next  assailed,  on  the  charge 
that  it  violates  the  5th  article  of  the  amendments  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  of  which  the  clause  in  the  Con- 
stitution of  Mississippi,  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  is  a 
literal  transcript.  In  this  charge  is  instanced  another  effort  to 
confuse  and  ODstruct  the  only  le^timate  inquiry  arising  on 
the  record  before  us,  viz :  that  which  relates  to  the  authority 
of  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  of  Mississippi,  for 
their  decree  pronounced  in  this  cause. 

To  every  person  ac(]^uainted  with  the  history  of  the  Federal 
Government  it  is  familiarly  known,  that  the  ten  amendments 
first  engrafted  upon  the  Constitution  had  their  oriein  in  the 
apprehension  that  in  the  investment  of  powers  made  by  thai 
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iuBtrumeut  in  the  Federal  Government,  the  safety  of  the  States 
and  their  citizens  had  not  been  sufficiently  guarded.  That 
from  this  apprehension  arose  the  chief  opposition  shown  to  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution.  That,  in  order  to  remove  the 
cause  of  this  apprehension,  and  to  effect  that  security  which  it  was 
feared  the  origmal  instrument  had  fiiiled  to  accomplish,  twelve 
articles  of  amendment  were  proposed  at  the  first  session  of  the 
first  Congress,  and  the  ten  first  articles  in  the  existing  series 
of  amendments  were  adopted  and  ratified  by  Congress  and  by 
the  States,  two  of  the  twelve  proposed  amendments  having 
been  rejected.  The  amendments  tnus  adopted  were  designed 
to  be  modifications  of  the  powers  vested  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  their  language  is  susceptible  of  no  other  rational, 
literal,  or  verbal  acceptation.  In  this  acceptation  this  court 
has  repeatedly  and  uniformly  expounded  those  amendments  in 
cases  having  reference  to  retroactive  statutes,  to  the  right  of 
eminent  domain,  to  the  execution  of  plans  for  internal  im- 
provement; in  opposition  to  which,  the  clause  in  the  fifth  arti- 
cle of  the  amendments  of  the  Constitution  has  been  urged.  In 
all  such  cases,  this  couit  has  ruled,  that  the  clause  in  ques- 
tion was  applicable  to  the  Federal  Government  alone,  and 
not  to  the  States,  except  so  far  as  it  was  designed  for  their 
security  against  Federal  power.  Indeed,  so  full,  so  emphatic, 
and  conclusive,  is  the  doctrine  of  this  court,  as  promulged 
by  the  late  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  the  case  of  Baron  v.  The 
Mayor  and  City  Council  of  Baltimore,  in  the  7th  of  Peters, 
pp.  247-'8,  that  it  would  seem  to  require  nothing  less  than  an 
efibrt  to  unsettle  the  most  deliberate  and  best^considered  con- 
clusions of  the  court,  to  attempt  to  shake  or  disturb  that  doc* 
trine.  An  extract  from  the  reasoning  of  the  Chief  Justice,  so 
full,  so  unanswerable  on  this  point,  may  not  be  unfruitful  of 
benefit  as  a  guide  to  the  future.  After  stating  that  the  case 
was  brought  before  the  court  in  virtue  of  the  25th  section  of 
the  judiciary  act,  the  Chief  Justice  proceeds:  '^The  plaintiff 
in  error  contends  that  it  comes  within  that  clause  of  the  5tfa 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  which  inhibits  the  taking  of 
private  property  for  public  use  without  just  compensation.  He 
insists  that  this  amendment,  being  in  favor  of  the  liberl^  of 
the  citizen,  ought  to  be  so  construed  as  to  restrain  the  legisla^ 
tive  power  of  a  State,  as  well  as  that  of  the  United  States.  If 
this  proposition  be  untrue,  the  court  can  take  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  cause. 

^'  The  question  thus  presented  we  think  of  great  importanoe^ 
out  not  of  much  difficulty. 

^'The  Constitution  was  ordained  and  established  by  thepeo- 
ole  of  the  United  States  for  themselves;  for  their  own  goven^ 
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menty  and  not  for  the  government  of  the  individual  States. 
Each  State  estahlished  a  Constitution  for  itself,  and  in  that 
Constitution  provided  such  limitations  and  restrictions  on  the 

Lowers  of  its  particular  Government  as  its  judgment  dictated, 
'he  people  of  the  United  States  framed  such  a  Government 
for  the  United  States  as  they  supposed  best  adapted  to  their 
situation,  and  best  adapted  to  promote  their  interests.  The 
powers  they  conferred  on  this  Government  were  to  be  exer- 
cised by  itself;  and  the  limitations  on  power,  if  expressed  in 
general  terms,  are  naturally,  and  we  think  necessarily,  appli- 
cable to  the  Government  created  by  the  instrument.  They 
are  limitations  of  power  granted  by  the  instrument  itself;  not 
of  distinct  Governments,  framed  by  different  persons,  and  for 
different  purposes. 

^*  If  these  propositions  be  correct,  the  fifth  amendment  must 
be  understood  as  restraining  the  power  of  the  General  Gov- 
ernment, not  as  applicable  to  the  States.  In  their  several  Con* 
stitutions  they  have  imposed  such  restrictions  on  their  respect- 
ive Governments  as  their  own  wisdom  suggested;  such  asthev 
deemed  most  proper  for  themselves.  It  is  a  subject  on  which 
they  judge  exclusively^  and  with  which  others  interfere  no  far- 
ther than  they  are  supposed  to  have  a  common  interest." 

Again,  adverting  to  the  causes  which  led  to  the  proposal 
and  adoption  of  the  amendments  of  the  Constitution,  the  same 
judge  remarks,  ib.,  p.  250 — ^and  these  remarks  embrace  the 
whole  series  of  articles  adopted — "In  almost  every  Convention 
in  which  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  amendments  to  guard 
against  the  abuse  of  power  were  recommended.  These  amend- 
ments demanded  security  against  the  apprehended  encroach- 
ments of  the  General  Government;  not  against  those  of  the 
local  Governments. 

"In  compliance  with  a  sentiment  thus  ffenerallv  expressed, 
to  quiet  fears  thus  extensively  entertained,  amendments  were 
proposed  by  the  required  majority  in  Congress,  and  adopted 
by  the  States.  These  amendments  contain  no  expression  in- 
dicating an  intention  to  apply  them  to  the  State  Governments. 
This  court  cannot  so  apply  them."  (Vide  also  the  cases  of 
Fox  V.  The  State  of  Ohio,  5  How.,  411,  and  of  The  West  River 
Bridge  Company  v.  Dix  et  al.,  6  How.,  507.) 

Prom  the  aforegoing  view,  it  follows  that  neither  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  Mississippi,  as  interpreted  by  the  High 
Court  of  that  State,  nor  the  provision  of  the  fifth  article  of 
the  amendments  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  as  construed  by 
Una  court,  can  have  any  just  applicability  to  the  legitimate  in- 
quiry now  before  us. 

The  remaining  objection  to  the  decree  of  the  High  Court  of 
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Brrors  and  Appeals — that  which  is  most  directly  pertinent  to 
the  present  controversy — ^is  that  founded  upon  the  allegation, 
that  the  law  of  Mississippi,  of  March  5th,  1860,  creating  the 
board  of  commissioners  or  the  Homochitto,  for  the  purpose  of 
improving  the  navigation  of  that  river,  and  of  any  outlet  from 
the  same  through  Old  river  and  Buffalo  bayou  to  the  Missis- 
sippi, and  for  excavating  a  canal  into  the  Buffalo  from  the 
BLomochitto,  or  from  Old  river  to  the  Buffalo,  is  a  violation 
of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  1st  of  March,  1817,  authorizing 
the  people  of  the  Mississippi  Territory  to  form  a  Constitution, 
which  act  declares  ^Hhat  the  Mississippi  river,  and  the  naviga- 
ble rivers  and  waters  leading  into  the  same,  shall  be  common 
highways,  and  forever  free  as  well  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
State  of  Mississippi  as  to  other  citizens  of  the  United  States/' 

In  considering  this  act  of  Congress  of  March  1st,  1817,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  institute  any  examination  or  criticism  as  to  ita 
legitimate  meaning,  or  operation,  or  binding  authority,  farther 
than  to  afBrm  that  it  could  have  no  effect  to  restrict  the  new 
State  in  any  of  its  necessary  attributes  as  an  independent  sov- 
ereign Government,  nor  to  inhibit  or  diminish  its  perfect 
equalitjr  with  the  other  members  of  the  Confederacy  with 
which  it  was  to  be  associated.  These  conclusions  follow  from 
the  very  nature  and  objects  of  the  Confederacy,  from  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Constitution  adopted  by  the  States,  and  from  the 
rule  of  interpretation  pronounced  by  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Pollard's  Lessee  v.  Hogan,  8  How.,  p.  228.  The  act  of  Con- 
gress of  March  1st,  1817,  in  prescribing  the  free  navi^tion  of 
the  Mississippi  and  the  navigable  waters  flowing  into  this 
river,  could  not  have  beeii  designed  to  inhibit  the  power  in- 
separable from  every  sovereign  or  efficient  Government,  to 
devise  and  to  execute  measures  for  the  improvement  of  the 
State,  although  such  measures  might  induce  or  render  neces- 
sary changes  in  the  channels  or  courses  of  rivers  within  the 
interior  of  the  State,  or  might  be  productive  of  a  change  in 
the  value  of  private  property.  Such  consequences  are  not  un 
frequently  and  indeed  unavoidably  incident  to  public  and  gen- 
eral measures  highly  promotive  of  and  absolutely  necessary 
to  the  public  good.  And  here  it  may  be  asked,  whetiier  the 
law  complained  of,  and  the  measures  said  to  be  in  contempla- 
tion for  its  execution,  are  in  reality  in  conflict  with  the  act  of 
Congress  of  March  Ist,  1817,  with  respect  either  to  the  letter 
or  the  spirit  of  the  act?  On  this  point  may  be  cited  the  case 
of  Veazie  et  al.  v.  Moor,  in  14  How.,  668. 

By  the  allegations  of  the  bill  it  appears  that  this  trace  or 
channel,  which  is  distinguished  by  the  appellation  of  Old  river, 
ia  not  in  fact,  and  never  was,  a  separate  navigable  river.    It 
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was  once  the  bed  or  channel  of  the  Mississipi)!,  but,  by  natural 
causes,  the  latter  many  ^ears  since  changea  its  bed  or  course, 
thereby  rendering  derelict  the  former  bed  or  channel,  which 
would  be  wholly  without  water,  except  what  occasionally  is 
forced  into  it  from  freshets  in  the  Mississippi,  and  that  wmcb 
is  received  from  the  current  of  the  Homochitto.  With  no 
propriety  of  language,  then,  can  it  be  pretended  that  the  con- 
templated  communication  between  the  Homochitto  and  the 
Bufialo  bayou  would  be  the  violation  of  a  law  which  declares 
that  the  waters  of  the  Mississippi,  and  the  navigable  rivers  and 
waters  leading  into  the  same,  shall  be  common  highways,  and 
forever  free  as  well  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  State  as  to  other 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  Old  river  was  once  the  bed  oi 
a  portion  of  the  Mississippi,  but  never  a  separate  navigable) 
river  flowing  into  the  Mississippi.  Any  improvement,  there- 
fore, in  the  fiicilities  of  reaching  the  Mississippi  by  another 
river,  cannot  be  an  obstruction  in  what  never  was,  in  any  cor- 
rect sense  of  the  phrase,  a  navigable  river  leading  or  flowing 
into  the  Mississippi. 

But,  for  argument,  let  it  be  conceded  that  this  derelict  chan- 
nel of  the  Mississippi,  called  Old  river,  is  in  truth  a  navigable 
river  leading  or  flowing  into  the  Mississippi;  it  would  by  no 
means  follow  that  a  diversion  into  the  Bufialo  bayou  of  waters, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  which  pass  from  Homochitto  into  Old 
river,  would  be  a  violation  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  1st, 
1817,  in  its  letter  or  its  spirit;  or  of  any  condition  which  Con- 
gress had  power  to  impose  on  the  admission  of  the  new  State. 
It  cannot  be  imputed  to  Congress  that  they  ever  designed  to 
forbid,  or  to  withhold  from  the  State  of  Mississippi,  the  power 
of  improving  the  interior  of  that  State,  by  means  either  of  roads 
or  canals,  or  by  regulating  the  rivers  within  its  territorial 
limits,  although  a  plan  of  improvement  to  be  adopted  might 
embrace  or  afiect  the  course  or  the  flow  of  rivers  situated 
within  the  interior  of  the  State.  Could  such  an  intention  be 
ascribed  to  Congress,  the  right  to  enforce  it  may  be  confidently 
denied.  Clearly,  Congress  could  exact  of  the  new  State  the 
surrender  of  no  attribute  inherent  in  her  character  as  a  sot- 
ereign  independent  State,  or  indispensable  to  her  equality  with 
her  sister  States,  necessarily  implied  and  guarantied  by  the 
very  nature  of  the  Federal  compact.  Obviously,  and  it  ma^ 
be  said  primarily,  among  the  incidents  of  that  equality,  is 
the  right  to  make  improvements  in  the  rivers,  water-conrseSi 
and  highways,  situated  within  the  State.  Thus  situated,  as 
appears  oi  Uie  &ce  of  the  bill,  are  the  derelict  bed  of  the  Mis* 
sissippi,  called  Old  river,  the  Homochitto  river,  the  Bufialo 
oayou,  and  the  line  of  the  canal  by  which  it  is  proposed  that 
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the  two  last  shall  be  united  for  the  more  easy  and  certain  w- 
eeas  to  the  Mississippi. 

The  act  of  the  Legislature  of  Mississippi,  therefore,  is  strictly 
within  the  legitimate  and  even  essential  powers  of  the  State, 
is  in  violation  of  neither  the  Constitution  nor  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  presents  no  conjuncture  or  aspect  by  which 
this  court  would  be  warranted  to  supervise  or  control  the  de- 
cree of  the  High  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  of  Mississippi. 
We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  decree  of  that  court 
be  affirmed. 


David  A.  Sbcombe  et  al.  v.  Franklin  Stbblb. 

When  a  transcript  of  a  record  of  another  court  was  attached  to  the  answer  at  an 
exhibit,  and  portions  of  it  particularly  referred  to,  and  the  record  of  the  entitt 
case  pleaded,  a  decree,  certified  by  the  clerk,  which  had  been  ezecated  bj  th« 
parties,  must  be  considered  as  part  of  the  record,  although  it  had  not  the  signa- 
ture of  the  judge.  The  signature  of  the  judge  is  not  the  only  eridence  by  which 
a  decree  can  be  authenticated. 

Ptoperty  was  agreed  to  be  sold,  and  the  payment  was  to  be  made  by  a  deposit  of 
the  price  in  one  of  two  banks,  in  Boston,  and  a  certificate  deliyered  to  the  vend- 
or. The  vendee  made  the  deposit  in  another  bank,  in  Boston,  and  tendered 
the  certificate  to  the  vendor,  within  the  time  limited,  and  the  vendor  having  re- 
fused to  recei7e  it,  he  tendered  the  purchase-money  and  interest,  and  that  ^inf 
refused,  he  filed  his  bill  for  a  specific  performance,  and  paid  the  money  into 
court.    Held,  under  the  circumstances,  to  be  sufficient. 

Creditors  of  the  vendor,  who  recovered  judgments  and  sold  the  property,  pendlnff 
a  suit  for  a  specific  performance,  in  which  the  purchase-money  had  been  paid 
into  court,  are  not  necessary  parties  to  the  suit,  nor  are  the  parchaaen  at  Ilia 
sheriff's  sale  under  such  judgments. 

Dnder  a  statute  of  Minnesota,  the  court  of  chancery  might  divest  the  titl«  of  tho 
defendant  in  the  land,  without  requiring  him,  to  make  a  conveyaneo. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Sapreme 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  Minnesota. 

By  stipulation  of  counsel,  Secombe  was  made  the  represent* 
ative  of  numerous  other  parties  engaged  in  a  common  caase. 

The  chronological  history  of  the  case  was  this. 

In  the  latter  part  of  1851,  suits  were  pending  between  Steele 
and  Arnold  W.  Taylor,  with  regard  to  their  respective  inters 
est^  in  a  parcel  of  land  near  St  Anthony's  Falls,  of  which  they 
were  tenants  in  common. 

On  the  17th  of  January,  1862,  Taylor  executed  his  bond  of 
conveyance  of  the  property  to  Steele,  for  the  consideration  of 
twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  one  thousand  of  which  was  to  be 
|Mftid  in  cash,  and  the  remaining  twenty-four  to  be  deposited  to 
the  credit  of  Taylor,  within  sixty  days,  in  the  Merchants'  or 
BofPolk  Bank,  in  Boston. 

On  the  19th  of  January,  1852,  this  bond  of  conveyanoe  wm 
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recorded  in  the  proper  office,  under  the  following  provifiionB 
of  the  Minnesota  Revised  Statutes,  chap.  47,  p.  216 : 

^'Sbg.  1.  All  bonds,  contracts,  or  agreements,  concerning 
any  interest  in  lands  in  this  Territory,  made  in  writing  undei 
seal,  attested  by  one  or  more  witnesses,  and  acknowledged 
before  some  person  authorized  by  law  to  take  acknowledgments 
of  deeds,  may  be  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds 
of  the  county  where  the  land  lies/' 

^^Sec.  8.  Each  and  every  bond,  contract,  or  agreement,  made 
and  recorded  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  first  section  of 
this  chapter,  shall  be  notice  to,  and  take  precedence  of,  any 
subsequent  purchaser  or  purchasers,  and  ahM  operate  as  a  lien 
upon  the  lands  therein  described,  according  to  its  import  and 
meaning." 

One  of  the  questions  which  arose  in  the  case  was  with  ref- 
erence to  the  import  and  meaning  of  the  bond. 

It  was  alleged  by  Steele  that,  on  the  17th  of  March,  1852, 
he  tendered  to  the  Suffolk  Bank,  and  also  to  the  Merchants' 
Bank,  in  Boston,  the  sum  of  twenty-four  thousand  dollars,  and 
requested  a  certificate  of  deposit  therefor;  but  that  each  of  the 
banks  refused  to  receive  the  money.  In  consequence  of  such 
refusal,  he  deposited  the  money  in  the  Bank  of  Commerce,  at 
Boston,  and  received  a  certificate  of  deposit  from  that  bank. 
On  the  5th  of  May,  1852,  he  tendered  this  certificate  to  Tay- 
lor, who  refused  to  receive  it  or  to  execute  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance. 

On  the  25th  of  May,  1852,  Steele  filed  a  bill  in  eouity,  (that 
form  of  proceeding  not  having  been  then  abolished,)  prayins 
for  a  specific  performance  of  his  contract  with  Taylor,  and  paid 
into  court  the  sum  of  $24,240.  He  also  obtained  an  injunction 
prohibiting  Taylor  from  selling  or  encumbering  the  property, 
AC.    Taylor  answered  the  bill,  and  moved  to  dissolve  me  in- 

J 'unction,  which  motion  was  overruled,  and  the  case  stood  for 
tearing  upon  bill  and  answer  in  July,  1852. 

Durmg  the  winter  of  1852-'8,  whilst  the  cause  was  pending 
as  above  described,  Secombe  and  other  creditors  or  Tavlor 
obtained  judgments  against  him,  sued  out  executions  which 
were  levied  upon  the  property  included  in  his  bond  to  Steele, 
and  at  the  sheriff's  sale  the  plaintifis  in  error  became  pur- 
chasers, receiving  deeds  for  their  respective  purchases. 

In  March,  1858,  Secombe  and  the  other  purchasers  peti- 
tioned to  be  admitted  as  parties  to  defend  the  suit  against  Tay- 
lor, which  petition  was  granted,  and  a  certain  time  given  for 
the  filing  of  their  answers. 

In  April,  1858,  Steele  moved  to  vacate  this  order  and  dis- 
miss the  petitions. 
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Affidavits  were  filed  on  both  sides,  and  on  the  4th  of  May, 
1858,  the  order  was  vacated,  and  the  petitions  dismissed. 

From  this  order,  Seeombe  took  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territory. 

On  the  same  4th  of  May,  a  decree  was  made  by  the  court, 
whereby  Taylor  was  ordered  to  execute  conveyances  to  Steele, 
and  the  sum  of  $24,240,  which  had  been  deposited  in  court, 
was  ordered  to  be  paid  to  T^lor.  This  decree  was  founded 
on  the  consent  of  Steele  and  Taylor,  filed  in  court. 

Pending  the  above  appeal,  Steele  instituted  the  suit  now 
under  the  consideration  of  this  court  against  Seeombe  and  fif- 
ty-three other  persons,  who  claimed  under  the  sheriff's  sales. 
It  was  an  action  at  law,  brought  under  a  local  statute,  by  way 
of  petition.  The  plaintiff  was  in  possession,  and  brought  the 
suit  against  the  persons  who  claimed  an  estate  or  interest  in  the 
property.  The  petition  was  constructed  like  a  bill  in  chancery, 
and,  after  reciting  the  facts  in  the  case,  concluded  thus :  "  where- 
fore the  plaintiflTdemands  judgment,  determining  the  title  to 
the  said  real  estate  so  conveyed  to  him  by  the  said  Arnold  W. 
T&ylor  to  be  in  the  plaintiff,  and  requiring  the  defendants,  re- 
spectively, to  release  their  said  adverse  claims  to  estates  or  in- 
terests therein  to  the  plaintiff,"  &c. 

The  defendants  answered ;  the  plaintiff  demurred;  the  court 
sustained  the  demurrer,  and  gave  the  defendants  leave  to  file 
an  amended  answer. 

The  amended  answer  introduced  the  record  of  the  former 
suit;  when  the  plaintiff  moved  to  strike  out  all  that  part  of  the 
answer,  and  demurred  to  the  residue.  The  court  sustained 
the  motion  and  demurrer,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
which  on  appeal  was  affirmed  by  the  bupreme  Court  of  the 
Territory. 

A  writ  of  error  brought  the  case  up  to  this  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Carlisle  and  Mr.  Badger  for  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Gushing  and  Mr.  QHlet  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  pbdntifiSb  in  erroi 
were  the  following : 

I.  That  Taylor's  estate  in  the  lands  was  the  subject  of  exe- 
cution; and  that  the  same  passed  to  the  plaintifib  in  error,  in 
respective  parcels,  subject  to  whatever  equity  Steele  might 
establish  in  the  then  pending  suit  in  equity.  It  was  the  legal 
estate  which  was  seized  and  sold.  But  even  if  it  were  other- 
wise, it  was  still  the  subject  of  execution.     (Revised  Statutes, 
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p.  868,  sec.  91— p.  846,  sec.  189— p.  861,  sees.  76,  77;  2  Story's 
Eq.  Jur.,  secB.  1049-'50-'51.) 

II.  That  the  title  thus  acquired  was  "by  operation  of  law," 
or,  in  other  words,  by  involuntary  assignment;  and  therefore 
not  even  a  decree  thereafter  passed  against  Taylor  would  have 
affected  such  title;  his  assigns,  by  operation  of  law,  not  being 
parties  to  the  same.  (Story  Eq.  PL,  sec.  842  and  notes — sec. 
861  and  note;  Sedgwick  v.  Cleaveland,  7  Paige,  290;  Boring 
V.  Lemmon,  5  H.  and  J,,  225;  Bennet  v.  Williams,  5  Ohio,  462^ 
Deas  V.  Thorn,  8  J.  R.,  648;  Storm  v.  Davenport,  1  Sandf.  0. 
IL,  I860 

in.  That>  by  virtue  of  the  title  so  acquired,  the  plaintiffs  in 
error  were  subrogated  to  Taylor's  rights  in  respect  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, in  the  event  of  Steele's  equity  upon  the  lands 
being  established.  Therefore,  they  had  an  "adverse  claim, 
estate,  or  interest,"  in  the  lands,  which  was  to  be  "determined  *' 
in  this  suit  For  the  lands  stood  as  security  for  the  purchase- 
money,  and  they  holding  the  legal  titles  could  not  be  decreed 
to  convey,  or  otherwise  be  divested  of  the  same,  without  their 
consent,  except  on  payment  of  the  purchase-money.  (Moyer 
V.  Hihman,  17  Barb.  8.  C.  Rep.,  187,  and  cases  cited  by  the 
court  in  that  case;  Tomlinson  v.  Blackburn  et  al.,  2  Ireaell's 
Eq.  Rep.,  p.  509,  and  cases  then  cited  by  the  court.) 

IV.  In  fact  there  was  no  decree  even  against  Taylor.  What 
is  erroneously  printed  as  part  of  the  record,  under  title  of 
"Copy  of  consent  for  decree,"  and  "Copy  of  decree,"  never 
were  part  of  the  record,  nor  in  this  cause  for  any  purpose.  But 
if  sucn  decree,  by  consent,  had  been  passed,  it  would  have 
been,  in  effect,  the  mere  act  of  the  parties.  It  is  for  this  rea- 
son that  no  rehearing  or  appeal  lies  in  such  case.  (Webb  v. 
Webb,  8  Swan,  868;  Lansing  v.  Alb.  Ins.  Co.,  Hopk.,  102; 
Bradish  v.  Gee,  Amb.,  229;  BGirrison  v.  Ramsey,  2  Ves.,  288; 
Belt's  Supp.,  418.) 

Disregarding  these  principles,  the  court  below  so  proceeded 
as  to  debar  these  plaintiflfe  in  error  from  setting  up  any  "  adverse 
claim,  estate,  or  title,"  in  these  lands,  whether  by  reason  of  de- 
fect in  Steele's  equity,  or  by  way  of  holding  the  legal  titles  as 
security  for  the  purchase-money ;  and  this  in  a  suit  brought 
against  them  "to  determine  such  adverse  claim,  estate,  or 
title,"  and  while  their  appeal  was  pending  from  the  decree 
dismissing  their  petitions  in  the  original  suit  between  Taylor 
ana  Steele. 

The  special  errors  which  have  led  to  ihiB  resait,  and  which 
are  now  assigned,  are  as  follows : 

1st  The  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota  erred,  in  that  it  did 
not  reverse  the  order  of  the  Pistrict  Court  in  this  suit,  grant* 
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tag  the  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  Steele,  to  strike  out  portioDS 
of  the  answer  of  Secombe,  (by  stipulation  answering  for  all 
the  defendants.) 

a.  The  first,  fourth,  fifth,  and  eighth  portions  of  the  said 
aiiswer,  stricken  out  by  the  said  order,  were  directly  responsive 
to  allegations  contained  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  tendering 
material  issues  necessary  to  be  decided  in  order  to  the  "deter- 
mi  nin^  the  adverse  claim,  estate,  or  interest,  * '  of  the  defendants , 
for  which  purpose,  only  the  action  was  authorized  by  statute, 
(ttfci  suprUy)  ana  even  if  not  absolutely  material,  they  were  issues 
tendered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  not  for  him  to  object  thai 
the  defendants  occupied  the  ground  which  he  had  opened- 

6.  The  second  portion  of  the  said  answer,  so  stricken  out, 
tendered  to  the  plaintiff  a  material  issue.  The  action  b^ng 
"for  the  purpose  of  determining  such  adverse  claim,  estate,  or 
interest,**  it  is  diflicult  to  perceive  how  the  defendants  could  be 
denied  the  right  to  show  that  the  land  which  they  had  pur- 
chased was  clear  of  the  pretended  equitv  of  Steele.  This  por- 
tion of  the  answer  was  equivalent  to  a  plea  of  non-performance 
of  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  and  whether  such  plea  was  true 
or  false,  in  fact,  was  the  very  matter  to  be  tried,  feut  the  court 
refused  to  allow  anv  such  issue  to  be  made. 

c.  The  sixth  and  seventh  portions,  so  stricken  out,  alleged 
fraud  and  collusion  between  Steele  and  Taylor,  to  defraud  and 
defeat  the  creditors  of  Taylor,  and  purchasers  at  the  sheriff's 
sale;  and  were  therefore  proper  to  be  inquired  into,  in  law  and 
fact,  as  at  once  impeaching  the  plaintiff's  alleged  right,  and 
fortifying  the  defendants'  titles. 

2d.  The  said  court  erred,  in  that  they  did  not  reverse  the 
order  and  judgment  of  the  District  Court  sustaining  the  demur- 
rer to  the  residue  of  the  defendants'  answer. 

a.  The  first  special  cause  of  demurrer  assigned,  is  to  the 
effect  that  the  bond  to  convey,  on  conditions  performed,  vested 
such  a  title  in  Steele  as  absolutely  precluded  these  plaintiffi  in 
error  from  setting  up  any  "adverse  claim,  estate,  or  title,"  in 
the  land,  whether  as  free  of  the  pretended  equity  of  Steele,  or 
(conceding  it)  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money.  This  pretension  is  based  upon  the  supposed  effect  of 
the  recording  of  the  bond.  But  it  is  evident  that  the  record 
has  no  other  effect  than  that  of  constructive  notice  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  bond. 

b.  The  second  cause  assigned  is,  that  the  answer  assumes 
that  the  title  of  Steele  is  munded  upon  the  proceedings  in 
equity;  whereas,  the  demurrer  asserts  that  it  is  wholly  inde- 
pendent of  that  suit.  This  is  shown  to  be  erroneous,  if  the 
principles  hereinbefore  asserted  are  correct    Although  Steele's 
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alleged  efjiiity  was  foaaded  on  the  bond,  his  risht  to  the  lands 
upon  which  the  plaintiffl  in  error  held  this  "adverse  claim,  es- 
tate, or  interest,"  was  not  determined,  unless  it  was  determined 
in  that  suit  And  if  thev  had  such  "adverse  claim,  estate,  or 
interest,"  it  is  evident  that  there  was  never  any  adjudication 
thereon,  since  they  were  dismissed  from  that  suit,  and  their 
appeal  from  that  decree  was  still  pending. 

c.  The  third  cause  assigned  is,  that  whereas  the  answer  sets 
up  that  there  was  no  decree  as  against  Taylor,  yet  it  appears 
uovEk  the  "paper-book,"  exhibited  with  the  answer,  that  there 
was  such  a  decree.  But  it  will  be  observed  that  it  is  only 
certain  specified  papers  which  are  referred  to  in  the  answer, 
and  reference  is  made  to  the  paper-book  for  true  copies  of  these 
<mly.  Besides,  it  has  already  been  shown  that  this  was  only 
the  form  of  a  decred,  not  signed  or  enrolled ;  and  that  even  if 
It  had  been  signed  or  enrolled,  it  was  by  consent,  and  is  only 
the  act  of  the  parties ;  and  that  it  could  not  affect  the  "  adverse 
claim,  estate,  or  interest,"  of  the  plaintiffl  in  error,  which  was 
the  subfect-matter  of  this  suit. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  maintained  the  fol- 
lowing propositions : 

1.  The  agreement  between  Steele  and  Taylor  for  the  sale 
of  the  land  was  a  bona  fide  and  fair  transaction,  and  is  unim- 

geaehed,  and  constituted  a  valid  lien  upon  said  land,  and 
teele's  interest  therein  was  unaffected  by  the  purchase  of  Se- 
combe  and  others. 

2.  That  Steele  performed  the  agreement  on  his  part,  and 
the  title  in  him  became  complete  upon  the  execution  of  the 
deeds  to  him  by  Taylor. 

8.  That  Steele  paid  Taylor  the  full  face  of  the  agreement  is 
not  denied,  but  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings  and  proved  by 
the  record  attached  to  the  defendants'  answer,  and  especially 
by  their  petitions  to  share  in  the  money  paid  into  court  by 
Steele  for  Taylor. 

4.  That  the  deeds  from  Taylor  to  Steele  conform  to  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  and  the  requirement  of  the  decree. 

5.  Under  the  decree,  the  title  was  perfect  without  the  execih 
tion  of  the  deeds. 

6.  The  pleadings  in  the  equity  case,  and  also  in  this  suit, 
show  facts  upon  which  a  court  of  equity  would  compel  a  per 
formance  by  Taylor  of  his  agreement  to  convey  to  Steele. 

7:  That  at  the  time  of  the  sheriff's  sales,  under  which  the 
defendants  claim,  Taylor  had  ho  estates  in  the  land  which  he 
could  have  transferred,  the  land  belonging  to  Steele,  and  the 
purchase^money  to  Taylor,  the  claim  of  the  latter  upon  the 
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laud  being  that  of  security  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money. 

8.  The  answers  of  the  defendants  present  no  material  issua* 
ble  facts. 

9.  That  there  is  nothing  before  this  court  except  the  ques- 
tions arising  upon  the  answers  after  being  amended  by  the 
order  of  the  court,  the  final  judgment  being  upon  the  remain- 
ing portions  of  the  answer. 

10.  That  the  decree  in  the  suit  between  Steele  and  Taylor 
cannot  be  impeached  collaterally,  but  only  by  direct  pro- 
ceedings. 

11.  1  bat  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  intervene  in  the 
equity  suit. 

12.  TSo  appeal  will  lie  from  the  motion  to  strike  oat  portions 
of  the  defendants'  answers. 

18.  Every  material  fact  to  show  the  right  of  Steele  to  the 
land  is  admitted  in  this  case,  and  no  fact  set  up  in  the  answers 
shows  any  right  in  the  defendants. 

14.  Prom  the  admitted  facts  in  this  case,  if  Taylor  had  con- 
veyed to  the  defendants,  instead  of  to  Steele,  the  latter,  on  the 
performance  of  the  agreement  now  shown  by  him,  could  have 
compelled  them  to  convey  to  him. 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  cause  comes  before  this  court  upon  a  writ  of  error  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Minnesota. 

The  defendant  in  this  court  (Steele)  instituted  a  suit  in  the 
District  Court  of  Ramsey  county,  Minnesota  Territory,  against 
fifty-four  defendants,  to  determine  the  validity  of  their  "  claim," 
" estate,'*  or  "interest,"  in  certain  real  property  at  St.  An- 
thonv's  Falls,  in  that  county,  of  which  he  was  possessed,  and 
in  which  he  claimed  to  have  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  under  cer 
tain  conveyances,  which  are  appended  to  his  complaint.  This 
complaint  shows  that,  in  1849,  the  plaintiif  ana  Arnold  W 
Taylor  were  tenants  in  common  of  a  parcel  of  land  which  in- 
cludes the  property  in  dispute,  and  so  occupied  it  until  1852.  A 
portion  was  laid  off  into  town  lots,  some  of  which  were  sold ; 
expensive  mills  and  other  improvements  were  projected  and 
partially  completed  on  it;  and  controversies  arose,  and  suits 
were  pending  between  them,  when  the  parties,  in  Januarj^ 
1862,  came  to  an  agreement  of  sale.  By  ttiis  agreement,  Tay- 
lor contracted  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  his  interest  in  the  real 
property  unsold,  and  the  money  and  securities  taken  for  the 
:ots  sold,  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  and  upon 
the  condition  that  the  plaintiff  should  acquit  him  from  the 
payment  of  a  certain  demand,  and  assume  Lis  liabilitii^  on 
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certain  contracts  for  labor  and  building  materials.  Of  this  sum, 
one  thousand  dollars  were  to  be  paid  presently,  and  the  remain- 
der was  to  be  paid  in  sixty  days  from  the  date,  at  the  Mer- 
chants' or  Suffolk  Bank,  at  Boston,  and  a  certificate  of  deposit 
furnished  to  Taylor  at  St.  Anthony's  Falls;  and  in  case  of  a 
default,  the  deposit  of  one  thousaua  dollars  was  to  be  a  forfeit. 
But  if  the  payment  was  made  in  the  manner  stipulated,  con- 
veyances were  to  be  executed  by  Taylor;  and  meanwhile  he 
was  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  the  mill.  The  conveyances 
referred  to  in  these  articles  were  not  executed  until  May,  1863, 
and  purport  to  have  been  made  in  obedience  to  a  decree  of  the 
District  Court  of  Ramsey  county,  in  a  suit  commenced  by 
Steele  against  Taylor. 

The  complaint  of  Steele  against  the  fifty-four  defendants  is, 
that  they  claimed  an  "estate,"  "interest,"  or  "right,"  in  that 
property,  have  from  time  to  time  declared  that  they  were 
owners  thereof,  and  have  executed  conveyances  for  a  portion, 
and  offer  to  sell  or  dispose  of  other  parts,  contrary  to  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff. 

The  object  of  the  suit  is,  to  relieve  the  title  of  the  plaintiff 
from  the  mischief  of  these  adverse  claims;  to  quiet  his  posses- 
sion by  means  of  a  decretal  order  requiring  the  defendants  to 
release  them,  or,  in  case  of  their  failure  to  do  so,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  maj  stand  and  be  recorded  in  its  stead.  This 
proceeding  is  authonzed  by  the  revised  statutes  of  Minnesota, 
ch.  74,  sec.  1. 

The  twelve  persons  who  are  plaintiff  in  this  court,  and  were 
defendants  in  the  District  Court,  appeared  there,  and  severally 
claimed  title  to  parcels  of  land  included  in  the  conveyances  of 
Taylor  to  the  plaintiff  Their  claims  respectively  rest  upon 
the  facts,  that  between  ITovember,  1852,  and  April,  1858,  judg- 
ments were  rendered  against  Tavlor  in  the  District  Courts 
upon  which  executions  issued,  and  levies  and  sales  were  made 
of  those  parcels  before  May,  1858,  in  the  re^lar  course  of 
judicial  proceeding.  At  these  sales  the  defeniSmts  were  either 
purchasers  or  derive  title  from  such  persons. 

The  defendants  aver  that  their  title  is  paramount  to  that  of 
the  plaintiff;  for  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  any  benefit 
from  the  articles  of  agreement  executed  by  Taylor,  in  January, 
1852,  and  then  recorded,  because  he  failed  to  comply  with 
the  obligation  to  pay  twenty-four  thousand  dollars  as  agreed 
to  by  him. 

And  to  avoid  the  recitals  in  the  deeds,  to  the  effect  that  they 
were  executed  under  a  decretal  order  of  the  court,  they  say 
that  in  May,  1852,  the  plaintiff  Hied  a  bill  in  the  District  Court, 
to  comjKjl  Taylor  to  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  of 
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January  preceding.  That  upon  the  bill  the  judge  made  an 
order  for  the  payment  of  the  twenty-four  thousand  dollars  into 
court  b^  Steele;  and,  upon  the  fulfilment  of  this  fiat,  that  an 
injunction  should  issue  to  restrain  Taylor  from  selling,  con- 
veying, or  encumbering  the  property,  or  in  anywise  intermed- 
dling with  it.  That  an  injunction  and  subpoena  issued,  and 
that  Taylor  appeared,  answered,  and  unsuccessfully  moved  to 
dissolve  the  injunction,  in  July,  1852.  That  no  other  act  was 
done  by  the  plaintiff  until  April,  1858,  when  the  rights  of  the 
defendants  had  attached  by  those  purchases  from  the  sheriff. 
That  in  March,  1853,  the  defendants  applied  to  the  District 
Court  to  be  made  defendants  in  the  cause,  which  application 
was  finally  unsuccessful,  and  that  the  plaintiff  and  Taylor  then 
fraudulently  closed  their  controversy  by  a  decree  rendered  by 
consent,  under  which  the  conveyances  were  made,  and  that 
their  object  was  to  defeat  the  claims  of  these  defendants. 

That,  by  this  arrangement,  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  Jan- 
uary, 1852,  were  not  adhered  to,  and  that  the  twenty-four 
thousand  dollars  were  not  paid  as  stated  in  the  deed. 

Tt  was  a  question  in  the  District  Court,  as  well  as  in  this 
court,  whether  the  decree  and  the  agreement  leading  to  it,  that 
form  a  part  of  the  record  here,  properly  belong  to  the  case. 
The  defendants  in  the  District  Court  maintained  that  it 
was  pleaded  by  them.  They  are  found  in  an  exhibit  to  the 
answers — an  exhibit  which  purports  to  be  a  transcript  from  a 
record  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota,  as  furnished  on  an 
appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  Minnesota  by  the  defendants, 
upon  the  decree  disallowing  their-claim  to  be  made  defendants. 
Portions  of  this  transcript  are  referred  to  in  the  answers,  as 
forming  material  papers  in  the  chancery  suit,  and  the  whole 
suit  is  referred  to  in  the  answers  to  support  its  allegations; 
and  it  is  specifically  set  up  and  pleaded.  We  think,  therefore, 
that  the  record  of  that  suit,  as  it  appears  in  the  exhibit,  must 
be  taken  as  authentic,  in  deciding  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the 
ans  -rer  as  a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  complaint.  The  decree  pur- 
ports  to  have  been  made  by  the  court;  it  is  formal,  and  dis- 
poses of  the  cattse,  and  is  only  defective  in  not  having  the 
signature  of  the  judge.  But  it  comes  from  the  legal  custody, 
has  been  accepted  by  the  parties,  and  acted  on  by  them ;  and 
was  certified  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory,  as  a  paper 
in  the  cause.  We  do  not  re^rd  the  signature  of  the  judge  as 
indispensable  to  its  authenticity.  The  statute  that  directs 
the  signature  must  be  considered  as  directory;  and  other  evi- 
dence to  establish  its  verity  as  a  record  of  me  eourt  may  be 
considered. 

In  the  District  Court,  the  plaintiif  moved  to  strike  out  por 
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tions  of  the  answer,  for  insuftoiency  and  on  other  grounds,  and 
iemurred  to  the  residue.  His  motion  and  demurrer  were  sus- 
tained, and  a  iinal  decree  rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  This  de- 
cree was  aflBrmed  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  CJourt,  and  the 
defendants  in  that  court  prosecute  their  wnt  of  error  to  this 
court.  The  statutes  of  Minnesota  prescribe:  "That  the  court 
must  in  everjr  stage  of  an  action  disre^rd  any  error  or  defect 
in  the  pleadings  and  proceedings  which  does  not  affect  the 
substantial  rights  of  the  adverse  party,  and  no  judgment  can 
be  reversed  or  affected  by  reason  of  such  error  or  defect."  The 
question  to  an  appellate  court  in  the  present  case  is,  do  the 
answers  of  the  defendants,  as  pleaded  by  them,  disclose  a  valid 
claim  to  the  property  in  dispute,  so  as  to  bar  the  petition  of  the 
plaintiff  for  relief?  No  objection  is  taken  to  uie  validity  of 
the  contract  of  January,  1852,  between  the  parties,  Steele  and 
Taylor.  The  record  of  that  contract  is  notice  to  subsequent 
purchasers ;  and  Steele,  by  the  statutes  of  the  Territory,  was 
entitled  to  have  "precedence  of"  them,  and  "a  lien  upon  the 
land,  according  to  the  import  and  meaning  of  the  contract." 
(Rev.  Stat.,  ch.  47,  sec.  3.) 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  plaintiff  paid  one  thousand  dollars 
at  the  execution  of  the  contract,  nor  that  the  twenty-four  thou- 
sand dollars  were  paid  within  sixty  days  into  a  bank  at  Bos- 
ton— ^a  bank  of  solvency  and  credit — ^nor  that  a  certificate  of 
deposit  within  a  reasonable  time  afterward  was  offered  to 
Taylor,  at  St.  Anthony's  Falls;  nor  that,  upon  his  refusal  to 
take  the  latter,  the  money  and  interest  were  immediately  ten- 
dered to  him ;  and,  upon  a  farther  refusal,  that  relief  was  sought 
from  a  court  of  chancery,  whose  order  for  the  payment  of  the 
money  into  court  was  promptly  complied  with.  The  precise 
grounds  of  complaint  are,  that  neither  the  Merchants'  nor 
Suffolk  Bank  was  made  the  depository  of  the  money;  and  a 
certificate  from  one  of  them  has  never  been  tendered  to  Taylor, 
and  that  he  has  the  right  to  rely  upon  the  letter  of  his  contract. 
No  specification  has  been  made  of  any  injury  or  inconvenienoe 
suffered  by  him,  as  a  consequence  of  the  deposit  having  been 
made  in  the  Bank  of  Commerce,  rather  than  the  banks  men- 
tioned in  the  agreement.  And  the  plaintiff  avers,  that  the 
only  reason  for  Sie  change  was,  the  refusal  of  those  banks  to 
give  a  certificate  of  the  kind  mentioned. 

At  law,  if  there  is  an  express  agreement  for  the  payment  of 
the  purchase-money,  and  the  delivery  of  the  conveyance  of  the 
land  by  a  particular  day,  and  at  a  particular  place,  the  parties 
will  be  bound  by  it,  and  time  will  be  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract But,  in  equity,  the  estate  bargained  and  agreed  to  be 
told  becomes  the  property  of  the  purchaser  as  soon  as  the 
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Agreement  is  concladed.  It  will  descend  to  his  beirs  at  his 
death,  or  may  be  devised  by  him ;  while  the  purchase-money 
vests  in  the  vendor,  and  forms  a  part  of  his  personal  estate. 
In  the  ordinary  case  of  the  purchase  of  an  estate,  the  assign- 
ment of  a  particular  day  or  a  specified  place  for  the  perfection 
of  the  title  is  considered  as  merely  formal,  the  general  object 
of  the  contract  being  the  sale  of  an  estate  for  a  eiven  sura,  and 
the  stipulation  signifying  that  the  purchase  shaU  be  completed 
promptly,  and  in  a  reasonable  manner,  regard  being  had  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  nature  of  the  title  and  prop- 
erty. Time  may  be  made  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  by 
express  stipulation,  or  it  may  become  essential  by  considera- 
tions  arising  from  the  nature  of  the  property,  or  the  character 
of  the  interest  bargained.  And  the  principle  of  the  court  of 
equity  does  not  depend  upon  considerations  collateral  to  the 
contract  merely,  nor  on  the  conduct  of  the  parties  subsequently, 
showing  that  time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  in  the 
particular  case. 

But  it  must  affirmatively  appear  that  the  parties  regarded 
time  or  place  as  an  essential  element  in  their  agreement,  or  a 
court  of  equity  will  not  so  regard  it.  (Hiperall  v.  Knight,  1 
Y.  and  C,  416.)  In  Parkin  v.'  Thorald,  (16  Beav.,  59^)  the 
master  of  the  rolls  said :  "  A  contract  is  undoubtedly  construed 
alike  both  in  equity  and  at  law;  nay,  more — a  court  of  law  is 
the  proper  tribunal  for  determining  the  construction  of  it. 
But  courts  of  equity  make  a  distinction  in  all  cases  between 
that  which  is  matter  of  substance  and  that  which  is  matter  of 
form ;  and  if  it  find  that,  by  insisting  on  form,  the  substance 
will  be  defeated,  it  holds  it  to  be  inequitable  to  allow  a  person 
to  insist  on  such  form,  and  thereby  defeat  the  substance.  For 
instance,  A  has  contracted  to  sell  an  estate  to  B,  and  to  com- 
plete the  title  by  the  26th  October;  but  no  stipulation  is 
introduced,  that  either  party  considers  time  of  the  essence  of 
the  contract.  A  completes  the  title  by  the  26th ;  at  law,  the 
contract  is  at  an  end,  and  B  may  bring  an  action  for  the  non- 
performance of  the  contract,  and  obtain  damages  for  the  breach ; 
but  equity  holds,  that  unless  B  can  show  that  the  delay  of 
twenty-four  hours  really  produced  some  injury  to  him,  he  is 
not  to  be  permitted  to  bring  this  action  or  to  avoid  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract;  not,  certainly,  on  the  ground  that 
the  25th  October  was  not  a  part  of  the  contract,  but  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  unjust  that  B  should  escape  the  performance 
of  a  contract  which  has  been  substantially  performed  by  A,  by 
reason  of  some  omission  in  a  formal  but  immaterial  portion 
of  it."  Upon  a  view  of  the  chancery  record,  our  conclusions 
are,  that  the  plaintifi^  in  good  faith,  attempted  a  literal  per* 
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formance  of  his  contract  with  Taylor;  that  the  deposit  of  the 
money  due,  in  a  bank  of  solvency  and  credit,  other  than  those 
named  in  the  contract,  did  not  inflict  an  injury  upon  Taylor, 
and  the  offer  of  its  certificate  of  deposit,  prima  facie^  was  a  sub- 
stantial performance  of  its  requirements.  That  his  subsequent 
offer  of  the  money  and  the  interest  that  had  accrued,  and,  on 
the  refusal  of  Taylor  to  receive  it,  his  prompt  application  to 
chancery,  and  payment  of  the  money  into  court,  relieve  the 
plaintiff  from  every  imputation  of  laches  or  delay.  The  Dis- 
trict Court  expressed  an  opinion  corresponding  to  this,  in  July, 
1852,  in  denying  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  this 
was  a  virtual  decision  of  the  cause  in  that  court     • 

These  transactions  occurred  before  the  judgments  against 
Taylor,  under  which  the  land  was  afterwards  sold,  were  ren- 
dered by  the  District  Court.  The  District  Court  had  the  par- 
ties before  it,  and  held  the  defendant  (Taylor)  under  restraint, 
by  injunction,  and  the  purchase-money  in  its  custody.  It  had 
been  empowered  by  a  statute  of  the  Territory  ''to  pass  the  title 
to  real  estate  by  a  decree,  without  any  other  act  to  be  done  on  the 
part  of  the  de&ndant,  when,  in  its  jud^ent,  it  was  the  proper 
mode  to  carry  its  decree  into  effect.**  (Kev.  Stat.,  Minn.,  p.  466, 
sec.  88.)  But,  before  the  transfer  to  the  plaintiff  had  been  made, 
judgments  were  obtained  and  docketed  against  Taylor,  which 
were  "a  lien  upon  all  the  real  property  of  the  debtor  in  the 
county  owned  by  him  at  the  date  of  the  judgment,  or  after- 
wards acquired.*'  The  influence  of  these  judgments,  and  of 
the  levy  of  the  executions  upon  the  land  described  in  the  a^ee- 
ment  of  January,  1852,  and  the  sale  under  those  executions, 
remains  to  be  considered.  The  twelfth  of  the  "  Ordinances  in 
Chancery**  of  Lord  Bacon  is,  that  no  decree  bindeth  any  that 
cometh  in  bona  fide  by  conveyance  from  the  defendant  before 
bill  exhibited,  and  is  made  no  party,  neither  by  bill  nor  the 
order;  but  where  he  comes  in  pencUnte  lUe^  and  while  the  suit 
is  in  fiill  prosecution,  and  without  any  color  of  allowance  or 
privity  of  the  court,  there  regularly  the  decree  bindeth ;  but 
if  there  were  any  intermission  of  the  suit,  or  the  court  made 
acquainted  with,  the  court  is  to  give  order  upon  the  special 
matter  according  to  justice.  The  rule  has  been  applied  with 
steadiness  to  all  cases  of  transfer  during  the  progress  of  a  cause, 
notwithstanding  the  hardship  of  individual  cases,  from  consid- 
erations of  public  policy  and  convenience.  Suits  would  be 
interminable,  if  the  rights  of  the  parties  could  be  disturbed  by 
mesne  conveyances,  and  a  necessity  imposed  for  the  introduc- 
tion of  other  parties  upon  the  record.  The  apparent  exception 
to  the  rule  arises  when  an  event  occurs  which  deprives  the 
party  on  the  record  not  only  of  his  interest  in  the  subject  of 
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the  suit,  but  also  of  his  fiaculty  to  comply  effectively  with  the 
decree  of  the  court.  In  such  a  case,  additional  parties  are 
necessary  to  enable  the  court  to  make  an  operative  decree.  The 
Court  of  Chancery  ordinarily  acts  in  peraanam;  and,  in  cases 
like  the  present,  perfects  the  title  of  the  purchaser  by  requiring 
the  vencfcr  to  execute  a  title  conformably  to  the  agreement. 
But,  in  cases  of  baufcruptcy  and  insolvency,  the  bankrupt  or 
insolvent  is  stripped  of  his  nghts  of  property  and  of  his  capacity 
to  defend  suits  in  which  he  is  a  party.  In  such  cases  the  as- 
signees are  commonly  made  parties,  (ban'l  Pr,,  828  0  but  there 
are  opposinff  authorities — Cleveland  v.  Boerun,  (28  Barb.,  201.) 
And  it  has  been  decided  that  a  purchaser  under  an  execution 
issued  on  a  judgment  rendered  pendente  Uie^  need  not  be  made 
a  party  in  such  a  case.    (Scott  v.  Coleman,  6  Mon.,  78.) 

The  statute  we  have  cited  from  the  code  of  Minnesota  en- 
larges the  powers  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  that  Territory, 
and  enables  it  to  act  in  rem.  It  may  pass  the  title  without  any 
act  of  the  defendant.  The  bill,  subpoBna,  and  inj unction,  placed 
the  property  wholly  under  the  control  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, and  new  parties  were  not  requisite  to  enable  the  court  to 
vest  the  title  in  the  equitable  claimant. 

This  principle  is  not  peculiar  to  courts  of  chanceiy;  but  the 
maxim  that  ^'pendente  IMe  nihil  i/movetur^"  is  applied  in  real  and 
mixed  actions  by  the  common  law.  (2  Dana,  25;  9  Cowen, 
2830 

Was  there  a  valid  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  did  the  decree  pass  tiie  title  to  the  purchaser?  Had  the 
plaintifT  any  duty  to  perform,  in  regard  to  the  application  of 
the  purchase-money,  in  the  registiy  of  the  court  ?  Some  author- 
ities affirm  that  a  purchaser  of  the  legal  title  at  a  judicial  sale 
immediately  succeeds  to  the  rights  of  the  debtor,  and  that  the 
equitable  claimant  under  an  executory  contract  becomes  respon- 
sible to  him  for  the  purchase-money  remaining  unpaid.  (Mayer 
r-  Hinman,  17  Barb.,  187 ;  16  Serg.  and  R.,  18.)  Other  author- 
ities recognise  the  right  of  the  purchaser  to  the  benefit  of  the 
contract  irom  the  time  that  the  equitable  claimant  has  notice 
of  the  sale  and  conveyance  by  the  sheriff.  (Mayer  v.  Hinmao, 
8  Kiernon,  180 ;  2  Ired.  Eq.,  607 ;  4  Madd.  R.,  606,  note;)  while 
other  well-considered  cases  deny  that  the  purchaser  at  the 
sheriff's  sale  obtains  a  title  which  can  be  interposed  to  impede 
tlie  progress  of  the  legal  title  to  the  purchaser  by  articles,  or 
operates  as  a  transfer  of  his  debt  for  the  unpaid  purchase-money 
from  his  vendor  to  the  claimant  under  the  judgment.  (Chinn 
r.  Butts,  8  Dana  Ky.  R.,  547;  Lodge  v.  Lysely,  4  Simon,  70; 
Whitworth  v.  Gktuvain,  8  Hare,  416 ;  Scott  v.  Coleman,  6  Mon., 
U.)    The  case  reported  in  8d  Dana  was  a  contest  between  two 
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pxuehasers— one  under  an  executory  contract,  and  the  other 
under  a  judgment  against  the  vendor  while  a  part  of  the  pur- 
chase-money remained  nnpaid.  The  holder  of  the  sheriff's 
title  recovered  in  an  ejectment;  and  the  questions  decided  arose 
on  a  bill  for  relief  filed  by  the  defendant  upon  his  elder  equi- 
table title.  The  court  say,  that  ^'the  purchase  of  the  entire 
legal  title,  with  notice  of  an  outstanding  equity,  arising  from  a 
previous  sale  of  the  land  by  the  same  vendor  to  a  stranger,  does 
not  per  se  traofifier  to  the  purchaser  any  ri^ht,  legal  or  equitable, 
to  any  portion  of  the  unpaid  consideration  remaining  due  to 
the  vendor  from  the  first  buyer;  and  if  there  should  be  any 
extraneous  around  for  an  equitable  substitution,  it  should  be 
asserted  ana  shown  by  the  purchaser  before  the  stranger  hold- 
ing the  prior  equity  had  made  full  payment  to  the  vendor,  ff 
there  be  such  an  equity,  it  is  against  the  vendor,  and  not  against 
the  debtor;  and,  whether  it  exist  or  will  ever  be  asserted,  the 
debtor  cannot  be  presumed  to  know.** 

Without  attempting  to  reconcile  these  cases,  or  to  discover 
whether  that  is  possible,  it  is  evident  that  the  present  case  does 
not  fiaill  within  the  limits  of  either  of  them.  The  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  precedence  over  the  judgment  creditor,  or  the  pur- 
chaser under  his  execution,  does  not  depend  upon  the  exercise 
of  the  extraordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
is  not  confined  by  the  rules  under  which  that  court  administers 
that  jurisdiction.  His  priority  is  a  legal  right,  reposing  upon 
the  legislative  authority.  Before  the  judgment  creditor  had 
established  his  debt,  the  plaintiff  had  acquired  possession  of 
the  property,  and  had  paid  his  money  into  court.  His  pur- 
<9ha8e-money  was  thus  paid.  If  the  purchasers  from  the  sheriff 
acquired  any  title  to  that  money  by  their  purchase  of  the  land, 
it  is  evident  that  it  should  have  been  asserted  by  a  direct  appeal 
to  the  court,  and  not  by  an  adversary  proceeding  at  law  for  the 
land.  If  a  person  penaente  liie  takes  an  assignment  of  the  inter- 
est of  one  of  the  parties  to  the  suit,  he  may,  if  he  pleases,  make 
himself  a  party  by  bill,  but  he  cannot  by  petition  pray  to  be 
admitted  as  a  party  defendant ;  all  that  the  court  will  do  is  to 
make  an  order  that  the  assignor  shall  not  take  the  property  out 
ot  court  without  notice.  (Dan'l  Ch.  Pr.,  829 ;  Wiswall  v.  Simp- 
son, 14  How.  S.  C.  E.,  62.) 

We  do  not  consider  that  the  act  of  Taylor  in  coneentinff  to  a 
decree,  or  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  accepting  one,  is  evidenoe 
of  any  fraud,  or  of  a  conspiracy  against  the  defendants  in  this 
suit.  The  decree  was  a  consequence  of  the  opinion  of  the 
court  upon  the  cause  as  presented  by  the  pleading,  on  tiie  mo- 
tion to  dissolve  the  iiyunction;  and  so  far  as  the  equities  ^f 
the  parties  are  to  be  considered,  the  decree  embodies  them. 
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There  is  no  other  specifieatioQ  of  fraud,  and  the  general 
charges  of  fraud,  unaccompanied  by  a  statement  of  the  facts 
constituting  the  fraud,  have  no  effect  or  influence. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota  Territory  is 
affirmed. 


The  Oommbboial  I^akk  of  Manchester,  Complaikant  ani> 
Appellant,  v.  Henrt  8.  Buoknbb. 

The  Oircuit  Court  of  the  United  States  has  no  power  to  entertain  an  original  bill 
brought  by  a  creditor,  who  has  come  in  and  proved  his  debt  against  the  bank- 
rapt,  for  the  purpose  of  annulling  or  yacating  a  discharge  and  certificate  in 
bankruptcy,  obtained  in  the  District  Court  upon  imputations  of  fraud,  done  in 
contemplation  of  bankruptcy  by  the  bankrupt;  or  to  give  relief,  either  at  law  or 
in  equity,  in  a  suit  brought  by  a  creditor  who  had  proved  his  debt  under  the 
commission,  who  had  assented  to  the  bankrupt's  discharge  and  certificate,  and 
who  had  taken  a  dividend  out  of  the  bankrupt's  estate. 

The  District  Court,  which  passed  the  decree  in  bankruptcy,  can  take  cognizance 
of  such  a  case. 

Whether  or  not  such  a  bill  could  be  filed  by  a  creditor  who  had  not  come  in  and 
proved  his  debt,  and  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  decree  in  bankruptcy,  is  a  ques- 
tion which  the  court  does  not  now  decide. 

Nor  has  the  Circuit  Court  the  power,  under  its  general  jurisdiction  over  firauds,  to 
give  relief  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  a  suit  brought  by  a  creditor  who  had 
proved  his  debt  under  the  commission,  had  assented  to  the  bankrupt's  discharge 
and  certificate,  and  had  taken  a  dividend  out  of  the  bankrupt's  estate. 

A  demurrer  only  admits  facts  which  are  well  pleaded. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Unitea 
States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Louisiana. 

It  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  bank  upon  the  equity  side  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  against  Buckner,  under  the  circumstances  fully 
detailed  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  amied  by  Mr.  Day  for  the  appellant,  and  by  Mr.  Beffgor^ 

mm  and  Jm,  Bayard  for  the  appellee. 

Mr.  Day  filed  an  elaborate  printed  argument,  consisting  of 
more  than  one  hundred  pages.  Of  the  several  points  of  the 
case  included  in  this  argument,  it  is  necessary  to  omit  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  following  propositions,  viz : 

1.  Are  the  charges  of  fraud  sufficient  to  invalidate  the  dis- 
charge in  bankruptcy? 

2.  The  equity  side  of  the  court  has  jurisdiction  over  the  case, 
upon  the  ground  of  its  general  jurisdiction  over  frauds. 

8.  Whether  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is  of  such  ft  nature  and 
character  as  to  give  equity  jurisdiction. 
4.  Nor  does  the  tact  that  the  fraud  from  which  relief  waff 
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sought,  is  fraud  in  obtaining  a  judmient  in  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy, at  all  militate  or  vest  the  chancellor  of  jurisdiction. 

Jtfr.  Day  then  sustained  the  right  of  the  Circuit  Court  to 
interpose  in  this  case,  upon  the  ground  that  the  discharge  m 
bankruptcy  should  be  treated  as  a  nullity. 

True,  a  court  of  equity  does  not  presume  to  direct  or  control 
a  court  of  law;  but,  it  considers  all  the  equities  between  the 
parties,  and  acts  upon  the  person  of  the  party  seeking  against 
good  conscience  to  avail  himself  of  an  advantage  which,  under 
all  the  equitable  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  is  against  con- 
science for  him  so  to  do,  and  restrains  or  deprives  him  of  such 
advantage.  (20  Conn.  R.,  656;  2  St.  Eq.,  sees.  875,  194;  1 
Atk.,  630;  1  Sch.  and  Lef.,  205-'6;  2  P.  Wm.,  424;  2  Ves. 
jun.,  186;  3  P.  W.,  896.) 

And  so,  even  at  law,  (notwithstanding  the  general  rule  that 
no  court,  except  an  appellate  one,  has  authority  or  power  to 
set  aside  the  judgment  of  another  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion, for  error  or  irregularity,)  where  the  main  object,  as  in 
this  case,  is  not  to  annul  the  judgment  of  another  court,  but 
simply  to  avoid  the  effect  of  such  judgment  when  it  is  set  up 
as  a  bar,  by  replying  that  it  was  obtained  b^  fraud,  the  party 
has  a  right  to  show,  in  any  court,  that  the  judgment  was  ob- 
tained by  fraud  and  imposition,  and  thus  indirectly  to  treat  it 
as  a  nullity.  (2  La.  R.,  139-^40 ;  11  ib.,  521 ;  25  Vt.  R.,  839 ;  2 
Kernan's  K.,  165,  and  auth.  cited;  3  Orancirs  R.,  300,  807-'8, 
810-'ll;  8  Foster's  K  H.  R.,  535;  3  Sum.,  604;  Shedden  v. 
Patrick,  28  Eng.  L.  and  Eq.  R.,  56,  and  the  numerous  cases 
cited  by  counselon  page  60 ;  72 Eng.  C.  L.,  513 ;  15  J.  R.,  121 ; 
6  Pet,  729-'30;  Don  v.  Lipman,  5  Clark  and  Finn.  R.,  1,  20, 
21;  St.  Conf.  L.,  sec.  603.) 

For  if  such  be  not  the  law,  then  a  party  would  be  allowed 
to  profit  by  his  own  fraud,  ^^  a  position  altogether  inadmissible/* 
(Per  Thompson,  C.  J.,  in  Borden  v.  Fitch,  15  J.  R.,  121.) 

But,  be  this  as  it  may  on  general  principles,  yet,  accordmg  to 
the  express  provisions  of  the  bankrupt  act,  it  is  competent  for 
any  court  to  treat  the  discharge  and  certificate,  when  interposed 
as  a  barrier  to  prevent  a  recovery  on  a  pre-existing  demand,  as 
null  and  void,  whenever  the  fraud  is  shown.  (5  IJ.  S.  Stat, 
443-'4 ;  8  Ired.  N.  C.  R.,  142 ;  Mabry  et  al.  v.  Herndon,  8  Alab. 
R.,  848,  864;  11  Humphrey's  R.,  289;  3  Dess.  R.,  269-'70 ;  8 
Cranch  R.,  800,  807;  9  Ga.  R.,  9,  14, 15;  15  Alab.  R.,  563-'4; 
2  Zab.  R.,  541;  26  Vt  R.,  339.  See  also  Robt.  Fraud.  Conv., 
620;  lDall.,880;  1  Bin.  R.,  268;  8  Har.  and  J.,  13 ;  6ib.,82; 
0  Bin.  R.,  247.) 

Fraud  vitiates  everything  into  which  it  enters.  It  is  like 
tbe  deadly  and  noxious  simoom  of  arid  and  desert  climes.    It 
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prostrates  all  before  its  contaminating  touch,  and  leaves  detAb 
only  and  destruction  in  its  train.  Ko  act,  however  solemn, 
no  agreement,  however  sacred,  can  resist  its  ali-destrojing 
power. 

All  acts  intoAvhich  fraud  enters  are  nullities. 

Neither  a  bona  fide  debt  nor  an  actual  advance  of  money  will 
sustain  a  security  infected  with  fraud.  (Per  Sandfbrd,  Chan* 
cellor,  2  Sandt:  Ch.  R,  681.) 

In  the  case  of  Downer  v.  Rowell,  (25  Vt.  R.,  33»,)  the  8a- 
preme  Court  of  Vermont,  in  construing  the  bankrupt  act, 
says :  '^  The  statute  in  effect  declares,  that  in  case  the  discharge 
and  certificate  were  superinduced  by  fraud,  they  nxay  be  im- 
peached on  that  ground,  as  beiu^  null  and  void." 

And  if  a  judgment  is  null  and  void,  it  is  the  same  thing  as 
though  it  had  never  been  rendered,  and  is  ^'  unavailable  for  any 
purpose,"  (Per  Thompson  Ch.  J.,  in  Borden  v.  Fitch,  16  J.  R., 
140;  11  S.  and  Mar.  R.,  464;  11  La.  R.,  683;  11  Eng.  Ch.  R, 
448-' 9;)  and  may  be  collaterally  disallowed  and  disregarded. 
(Slocum  V.  Wheeler,  1  Day's  Con.  R.,  429,  449;  6  How.  Miss, 
k,  285;  8  Sm.  and  Mar.  K,  619.) 

Such  being  the  law,  then,  there  can  be  no  ground  for  sayine 
that  the  discharge  and  certificate  should  have  been  annulled 
by  a  direct  action,  instituted  for  that  purpose,  in  the  bankrupt 
court     (2  Eernan's  R.,  166;  8  Alab.  R.,  856,  864.) 

Indeed,  it  has  been  held,  by  high  authority,  that  the  District 
Court  never  had  any  jurisdiction  to  entertam  such  a  proceed- 
iag.    (Mabry  et  al.  v.  Herndon,  8  Alab.  R.,  865.) 

iBut  if  it  could  be  shown,  or  was  conceded,  that  the  bank- 
rjipt  act  gave  such  jurisdiction  to  that  court,  yet,  as  the  act  has 
been  unconditionally  repealed,  with  no  saving  clause  in  the 
repealing  act,  except  for  the  purpose  of  finally  completing  and 
determining  causes  then  pending,  the  District  Court  is  clearly 
without  any  jurisdiction  for  such  a  purpose.  (4  Seld.  R.,  266.) 
For  the  law  is  well  settled,  that  whenever  a  statute  from  which 
a  court  derives  its  jurisdiction  is  repealed,  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  -court  is  gone,  even  as  to  suits  then  pending,  except  so  &r 
as  it  is  expressly  saved  by  the  repealing  act,  and  that  the 
original  act  conferring  jurisdiction  is  to  be  regarded  as  though 
it  had  never  existed.  (Dwarris  on  Stat.,  676 ;  Miller's  Case,  1 
Wm.Blak.R.,451;  4  Yeates  R.,  394 ;  6Cranch,281;  11  Pick., 
360;  21  Pick.,  373;  1  Hill,  324;  6  Bla<5kf.  R.,  195;  16  Con. 
R.,  242;  4  Humph.  R.,  427;  4  Seld.  R.,  266,  269.) 

No  action  of  nullity,  then,  was  or  could  by  any  possibility 
be  necessary  to  entitle  the  complainants  to  recover,  eiHier  a4 
law  or  in  equity,  on  their  original  demands. 

Kor  was  it  at  all  necessary  to  apply  to  the  District  Court 


DECEMBER  TERM,  ,1857.  m 


2%«  CfmrMtcM  Bamk  ofManeheHer  ▼. 


for  leave  to  impeach  the  discharge  and  certificate.  Chief  Jcv- 
tice  Ruffin,  in  8  Ired.  R.,  142,  says  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court 
^' to  hold  a  discharge  obtained  by  fraud  as  ineffectual  and  void, 
whenever  the  fraud  shall  appear.  The  remedy  of  the  creditor 
is  not  an  application  to  the  court  of  bankruptcy,  upon  the  ground 
of  fraud  newly  discovered,  but  by  replying  the  fraud  of  the 
bankrupt  to  the  plea  of  discharge,  so  as  thereby  to  avoid  tho 
bar."  And  the  same  doctrine  is  laid  down  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Alabama,  in  8  Alab.  R.,  864. 

In  Sims  v.  Slocum,  (8  Cranch,  300,  807,)  Chief  Justice  War- 
fthall  says:  "When  the  person  who  has  committed  the  fraud 
attempts  to  avail  himself  of  the  act,  so  as  to  discharge  himself 
from  a  previously-existing  obligation,  or  to  acquire  a  benefity 
the  judgment  thus  obtained  is  declared  void  as  to  that  pur- 
pose.'* 

And  in  Mabry  et  al.  v.  Herndon,  (8  Alab.  R.,  856-7,)  Chief 
Justice  Collier,  also,  in  an  elaborate  opinion,  said:  "Tnua  wt 
see,  that  although  the  statute  contemplated  a  boon  to  the  debtor, 
viz :  a  release  from  indebtedness,  it  exacted,  on  his  part,  per- 
fect integrity  in  yielding  up  everything  that  was  liable  to  his 
debts,  ffthis  was  not  done,  but  something  was  wilfully  with- 
held to  which  the  creditors  were  entitled,  the  fact  of  conceal- 
ment is  denounced  as  a  fraud ;  and  upon  its  being  made  known, 
the  court  was  required  to  refuse  its  sanction  to  the  bankrupt's 
discharge.  And  if  the  proceedings  are  formally  consummated 
by  a  final  decree,  and  a  certificate  consequent  thereupon,  it  is 
competent  for  any  court  of  judicature,  upon  the  fraud  being 
established,  to  treat  the  certificate  as  a  nullity."  (See  also 
Mitf.  Eq.  PL,  239.) 

Th€  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee,  in  the  case  of  Qupton  v. 
Connor,  (11  Humph.  R.,  289,)  well  says:  "If  the  fraud  appear 
pending  his  suit  against  his  creditors,  no  decree  of  discharge 
could  be  made,  u  it  appear  afterwards,  its  effect  is  to  annul 
and  destroy  the  discharge  and  certificate,  as  though  they  had 
never  been  obtained." 

Ai>d  in  Coffbum  &  Powell  v.  Spence  &  Elliott,  (16  Alab.  R., 
663-'4,)  the  Supreme  Court  ef  Alabama  very  truly  remarks: 
"The  bankrupt  act  does  not  intend,  nor  in  any  manner  under- 
take to  restrain  a  creditor  who  has  a  cause  of  action  against  a 
bankrupt,  from  sueing  him,  although  the  bankrupt  may  have 
obtained  his  final  certificate  of  discharge.  It  only  ^ves  the 
bankrupt  a  complete  defence  against  the  cause  of  action  when 
sued.  That  the  whole  scope  of  the  act  was  to  furnish  tho 
bankrupt  with  a  complete  defence  to  suits  brought  against  him, 
u  still  more  apparent  from  the  fact  that  the  certificate  is  vtoi  a 
bur,  if  the  debt  is  of  a  fiduciary  characteri  or  if  the  dischaige 
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be  obtwied  by  fraud.  The  act,  therefore,  only  intends  to  arm 
the  bankrupt  with  a  perfect  defence  against  all  debts  discharged 
by  the  certificate  obtained  in  pursuance  of  the  act.  The  cred- 
itor may,  however,  sue  on  his  demand;  otherwise,  he  could  not 
dispute  the  bona  fides  of  the  certificate,  and  the  bankrupt  must 
rely  on  his  certificate  in  bar  of  the  suit." 

Chancellor  Desaussure,  too,  in  Lowe  v.  Blake,  (3  Dess.,  269, 
270,^  in  relation  to  an  insolvent  discharge,  uses  this  strong  and 
forcible  language:  ^^That  in  case  there  was  any  fraud  or  con- 
cealment in  obtaining  this  discharge,  this  court  is  not  bound 
to  give  effect  to  the  discharge  obtained  in  any  other  court. 
That  it  is  essential  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  to  detect 
fraud,  and  to  prevent  its  having  its  intended  effect;  and  even 
formal  judgments  at  law  cannot  resist  its  all-searching  power; 
and  when  the  frauds  on  which  they  have  been  obtamed  are 
exposed,  such  judgments  are  decreed  to  be  nullities.  If  the 
discharge  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  concealment,  it  was  a  mere 
nullitv,  like  every  other  judgment  or  sentence  of  a  court  ob- 
tained by  fraud  or  surreptitiously." 

So  in  Card  v.  Walbridge  and  others,  (18  Ohio,  411,  428,) 
which  is  a  case  directly  in  point,  it  being  a  bill  to  subject  cer- 
tain property  to  the  payment  of  certain  debts,  and  to  have  the 
certificate  of  bankruptcy  declared  void,  as  having  been  obtained 
in  fraud  of  the  law,  the  court,  in  sustaining  the  jurisdiction,  says : 
"The  great  question  in  the  case  is  one  of  fraud,  which  has  to 
be  established  before  the  complainant  can  proceed  one  step  in 
bis  cause,  and  comes  within  the  original  powers  of  a  court  of 
chancery," 

"The  appropriate  remedy,"  (says  Chancellor  Walworth,  Al- 
cott  V.  Avery,  1  Barb.  Ch.  R.,  347, 352,^  "  of  the  complainant  in 
this  court,  where  he  wishes  to  contest  tne  validity  of  the  defend 
ant's  discharge  subsequent  to  the  decree,  and  to  obtain  satis- 
faction of  the  decree  out  of  subsequently-acquired  property,  is 
to  file  a  supplemental  bill,  stating  the  obtaining  of  the  decree, 
the  alleged  or  pretended  discharge  of  the  defendant,  under  the 
bankrupt  act,  subsequent  to  such  decree,  and  the  fraud  of  the 
defendant  which  renders  the  alleged  discharge  invalid;  and 
praying  that  the  decree  may  be  carried  into  full  effect  against 
the  defendant  and  his  property,  notwithstanding  his  pretended 
discharge."    (See  also  9  &a.  R.,  9,  14.) 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  thus  stated  the  point  on  which 
the  decision  of  the  court  turned : 

1.  The  District  Court  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  impeach 
the  decree  of  discharge  in  bankruptcy,  or  recall  the  certilicate. 
It  may  adjourn  any  point  arising  in  any  case  in  bankruptcy  tc 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1857.  118 

J%$  Commereial  Bank  o/Mimehetter  r.  Bueitur, 

the  Circuit  Court,  but  the  latter  has  no  jurisdiction  of  an  orig- 
inal bill  to  annul  or  avoid  the  decree  of  the  District  Court,  as 
prayed  for  in  this  suit,  though  the  Circuit  Court  would,  as  well 
as  a  State  court,  have  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  validity 
of  the  discharge  if  pleaded  in  bar  and  impeached  for  fraud,  or 
its  effect  if  a  subsequent  express  promise  of  payment  by  the 
bankrupt  were  alleged. 

The  bankrupt  proceedings  are  in  the  nature  of  proceedings 
m  remj  and  not  subject  to  collateral  inquiry  in  another  than  the 
court  which  decreed  the  discharffe.  (Bankrupt  Law  of  1841, 
sees.  4  and  6,  5  Stat.,  444;  Shawhan  v.  Whemt,  7  How.,  643; 
N.  Am.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oraham,  5  Sandf.,  197.) 

Mr.  Justice  "WAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  decision  which  we  are  about  to  give  would  not  be  satis- 
factory, unless  it  shall  be  preceded  by  a  statement  of  the  facts 
of  the  case  as  they  are  disclosed  by  the  pleadings.  We  shall 
adopt  that  which  was  given  by  the  counsel  who  argued  the 
cause,  with  but  little  alteration  or  addition. 

The  appellants  allege,  in  their  bill,  that  during  the  years  1841 
and  1842,  the  defendant,  Henry  8.  Buckner,  together  with  M. 
6.  Hamer,  who  died  in  April,  1842,  and  Frederick  Stanton, 
were  partners  in  trade,  doing  commercial  business  in  New  Or- 
leans, under  the  firm  of  Buckner,  Stanton,  k  Co.,  Buckner 
being  the  resident  partner  there ;  and  in  Natchez  under  the 
firm  of  Stanton,  Buckner,  &  Co.,  Stanton  conducting  it;  and 
at  Yazoo  city  under  the  firm  of  M.  B.  Hamer  k  Co.,  Hamer 
being  the  resident  partner  at  that  place.  The  three  firms  were 
distinct  and  separate,  and  kept  their  books  and  accounts  accord- 
ingly. It  is  alleged  that  the  three  firms  and  the  three  members 
of  them  became  nopelessly  insolvent  in  the  vear  1841,  and  that 
they  continued  to  transact  business  together  until  Hamer's 
death;  that  after  his  death  the  two  survivors  carried  on  the 
business  of  the  three  firms  until  their  bankruptcy.  On  the 
21st  July,  1842,  Stanton  filed  his  petition  in  the  United  States 
District  Court  for  the  southern  district  of  Mississippi,  both  indi- 
vidually and  as  a  member  of  the  three  firms,  was  decreed  a 
bankrupt  on  the  8th  November,  1842,  and  received  his  certifi- 
cate of  discharge  on  the  21st  February,  1848.  On  the  18th 
July,  1842,  Buckner  made  a  similar  application  to  the  District 
Court  in  New  Orleans,  was  decreed  a  bankrupt  on  the  5th  Sep- 
tember, 1842,  and  received  his  certificate  of  discharge  on  the 
5th  December,  1842.  It  is  also  said  that  their  applications  for 
their  discharges  in  bankruptcy  were  made  by  Buckner  and 
Stanton  in  concert,  with  a  view  to  future  business. 

It  appears  at  the  time  of  these  applications  they  were  indebted 
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to  the  appellants  in  the  sum  of  $49,020.14,  besides  interest, 
on  twelve  promissory  notes  and  on  one  hill  of  exchange,  all 
which  had  become  due  in  January,  1842.  Three  of  them  were 
payable  on  or  before  the  6th  January,  1889 ;  three  others  on 
the  3d  April,  1839 ;  four  on  or  before  the  8d  March,  1841 ;  and 
the  last  in  the  month  of  January,  1842,  six  months  before  Buck- 
aer  filed  his  petition  in  bankruptcy.  Buckner  acknowledged 
the  indebtment  in  his  scheiiule  fi^led  with  his  petition  in  bank- 
ruptcy. The  complainants  proved  a  portion  of  their  claim  in 
the  bankruptcy  proceedings  of  Stanton.  It  is  admitted  that 
they  received  a  small  diviclend  from  the  assets  of  the  firm;  but 
they  aver  they  did  so  in  ignorance  of  the  frauds  upon  the  bank- 
rupt law,  committed  by  Buckner  and  Stanton,  of  which  they 
knew  nothing  until  the  year  1863.  when  they  discovered  the 
frauds.  And  they  fiirther  allege  that  they  would  not  have 
proved  their  claim,  nor  have  received  a  dividend,  if  they  had 
known  the  frauds ;  and  they  assert  that  the  certificates  of  dis- 
char^  are  null  and  void,  by  reason  of  the  frauds. 

It  IS  then  stated  in  the  bill  that  the  three  firms  had  existed 
before  1837,  in  which  year  they  suspended  payment,  but  that 
thev  never  recovered  from  their  embarrassments,  though  they 
had  resumed  business.  It  is  again  alleged  that  their  affi&irs 
were  hopeless  in  1841,  and  that  executions  on  judgments  ob- 
tained against  Stanton  as  a  member  of  the  firm  were  in  that 
year  returned  nulla  bona. 

That  all  the  indebtment  of  the  firms  which  made  them  insol- 
vent was  due  prior  to  the  1st  March,  1842,  at  which  time  the 
frauds  began.  That  then,  Buckner  and  Stanton  had  agreed 
that  they  would  take  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt  law,  and,  in 
contemplation  of  doing  so,  committed  the  fraud  stated  in  the 
bill. 

Twelve  difiTerent  charges  of  fraud  are  specified,  all  of  them 
bein^  payments  to  preferred  creditors,  in  fraud  of  the  general 
creditors— contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  19th 
August,  1841.  No  charge  of  any  other  fraud  is  made,  except 
a  transfer  of  some  property  in  New  Orleans,  upon  the  under- 
standing that  Buckner  was  to  have  the  right  to  redeem  it  on 
payment  of  the  debt,  and  that  the  arrangement  had  secured 
for  him  an  ultimate  profit,  in  fraud  of  creditors.  They  also 
say,  that  it  was  because  of  the  fraud  of  Buckner  and  Stanton 
in  concealing  a  knowledge  of  the  facts  from  them,  that  they 
were  induced  to  believe  tne'discharges  valid;  and  so  they  did 
not  proceed  to  enforce  their  claims  at  law  or  in  equity,  but  that 
they  had  found  them  out  only  within  two  years.  How  or  from 
what  source  they  had  made  the  discovery  they  do  not  state  dis- 
tinctly, though  to  support  the  charge  they  file  an  exhibit  of 
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notes  discounted  for  Stanton,  Buckner,  &  Co.,  by  the  Commer- 
cial Bank  of  Natchez,  which  were  applied  to  their  credit,  and 
a  list  of  protested  notes  of  Stanton,  Buckner,  A;  Co.,  taken  up 
by  them  in  May,  1842 — ^two  months  before  Stanton  filed  his 
petition  in  banfeuptcy.  Two  letters  from  Stanton  to  Stephen 
buncan — one  of  them  dated  at  Natchez,  on  the  14th  August, 
1842,  and  the  other  on  the  14th  September,  1842 — ^are  made 
exhibits ;  both  relate  to  the  affairs  of  the  firm,  and  to  particular 
transactions  of  them,  which  the  appellants  allege  were  frauds 
eoramitted  by  Stanton  and  Buckner,  in  giving  preferences  to 
certain  creditors,  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy.  And  they 
jfiirther  declare,  that  since  the  bankruptcy  of  Stanton  and  Buck- 
ner, the  books  of  Stanton,  Buckner,  &  Co.,  had,  by  some  means, 
passed  into  the  possession  of  Buckner;  that  if  produced,  the 
fraudulent  preferences  which  had  been  made  would  be  shown, 
and  that  they  would  also  disclose  other  fraudulent  preferences 
made  b^  Stanton  for  himself  and  the  firm  of  Stanton,  Buckner, 
4;  Co.,  in  the  spring  and  summer  of  1842,  in  contemplation  of 
bankruptcy. 

The  bill  is  closed  with  a  prayer  that  the  first  decree  of  the 
District  Court,  discharging  Buckner,  should  be  declared  void 
and  of  no  validity,  as  far  as  the  rights  of  the  complainants,  as 
set  forth  in  the  bill,  could  be  affected  by  it,  and  that  Budcner 
should  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  setting  it  up  against  their 
rights;  and  that  Buckner  should  be  adjudged  to  pay  them  the 
original  sum  due  by  him,  with  interest  thereon;  to  which  is 
added  a  prayer  for  general  relief. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  bill,  and,  for  causes  of  de- 
murrer, says: 

L  That  the  said  complainants  have  not,  by  their  said  bill, 
made  such  a  case  as  entitles  this  court  to  entertain  jurisdiction 
of  tiiis  cause  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

n.  That  the  said  complainants  have  not,  hj  the  said  bill, 
made  such  a  case  as  entitles  this  court  to  entertain  jurisdiction, 
or  grant  relief  in  equity ;  the  remedy  of  complainants,  if  any 
they  have,  being  at  law,  and  not  in  equity. 

ni.  That  the  said  complainants  having,  by  their  own  show- 
ing in  said  bill,  made  proof  of  their  claims,  and  received  divi- 
dends thereon,  in  the  bankruptcy  proceedings  which  resulted 
in  the  discharge  of  this  defendant,  are  not  permitted  by  law  to 
impeach  the  validity  of  said  discharge  in  manner  and  form  as 
sought  by  said  bill ;  and  having  been  parties  and  privies  to  the 
judmient  of  discharge  in  favor  of  this  defendant,  are  forever 
preoladed  in  law  from  contesting  the  validity  and  effect  of 
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said  judgment,  on  any  such  grounds  as  are  alleged  in  said 
bill. 

IV.  That  the  said  complainants  have  not,  by  the  said  bill, 
alleged  any  cause  sufficient  in  law  to  authorize  this  court  to 
set  aside  the  decree  of  discharge  in  bankruptcy  in  favor  of  this 
defendant,  rendered  by  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States, 
as  set  forth  in  said  bill. 

V.  That  the  said  complainants,  by  the  allegations  of  said 
bill,  show  that  the  claims  held  by  them,  if  they  ever  were  due 
to  them  by  this  defendant,  have  become  discharged  by  lapse 
of  time,  and  barred  by  the  statute  of  prescription  and  limita- 
tion. 

YL  That  the  said  complainants,  by  the  allegations  of  said 
bill,  show  such  laches  as  by  the  principles  and  rules  of  equity 
deprives  them  of  any  right  to  claim  relief  or  remedy  in  this 
court. 

Vn.  That  the  said  complainants  have  not,  by  the  showing 
contained  in  their  said  bill,  made  out  a  case  entitling  them  to 
relief  either  at  law  or  in  equity. 

Wherefore  this  respondent  demands  the  judgment  of  this 
honorable  court,  whether  he  shall  be  compelled  to  make  any 
other  or  further  answer  to  the  said  bill,  or  any  of  the  matters 
and  things  therein  contained,  and  pravs  to  be  hence  dismissed 
with  his  reasonable  costs  in  this  behalf  sustained. 

(Signed)        Bbnjamik,  Bbadfobd,  &  Finney,  Solicitors. 

I  certify  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  foregoing  demurrer  is  well 
founded  m  point  of  law. 


(Signed)  J.  T.  Bbkjamik,  of  Omnsel. 

Henry  S.  Buekner,  being  duly  sworn,  deposes  that  the  fore* 
goinff  demurrer  is  not  interposed  for  delay. 

(Signed)  H^nry  S.  Bucenbh. 

Sworn  to  and  subscribed  before  me,  this  1st  of  October,  1856. 
(Signed)  J.  W.  Qublby,  Ommissumer. 

The  staling  part  of  the  bill  of  the  complainants,  their  prayer 
for  relief,  and  the  demurrer  of  the  defendant,  suggest  that  our 
first  point  of  inquiry  in  this  case  should  be  into  the  power  of 
the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  to  entertain  an  ori^nal 
bill,  to  annul  or  vacate  a  decree  discharging  a  bankrupt,  either 
in  whole  or  in  Pftrt,  for  any  of  those  frauds  upon  the  act  of  the 
1st  August,  1841,  which  would  prevent  the  bankrupt  from 
receivine  a  discharge.  No  such  jurisdiction  is  given  by  the 
act  to  the  Circuit  Courts.    The  jurisdiction  of  these  courts 
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under  the  act  exists  in  three  cases :  First,  when  a  question  has 
been  adjourned  into  a  Circuit  by  the  District  Court,  under  the 
6th  section  of  the  act.  Second,  by  appeal,  as  that  is  given, 
under  the  4th  section,  to  the  bankrupt,  when  a  majority  of  his 
creditors  in  number  and  value,  who  shall  have  proved  their 
debts,  shall  file  their  written  dissent  from  his  discharge.  Third, 
the  jurisdiction  given  to  the  Circuit  Courts  by  the  8th  section, 
in  suits  by  an  assignee  of  the  bankrupt,  against  any  person 
claiming  an  adverse  interest,  or  by  such  person  against  the 
assignee  for  property,  or  rights  of  property,  transferable  to  or 
vested  in  the  assignee  under  the  act.  If  we  cannot  find  such 
a  jurisdiction  in  the  Circuit  Courts  in  the  act  of  1st  August, 
1841,  it  is  in  vain  to  look  for  it  elsewhere,  for  the  purposes  for 
which  this  bill  has  been  brouffht. 

The  inquiry  then  must  be,  if  the  Circuit  Court  has  jurisdic- 
tion, to  annul  the  decree  of  the  discharge  given  to  the  bank- 
rupt by  the  District  Court,  for  frauds  upon  that  act,  which 
would  have  prevented  him  from  receiving  a  discharge  and 
certificate,  in  other  words,  has  not  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  which  the  bankrupt's  discharge  was  given, 
and  that  court  only,  the  power  to  inquire  into  frauds  upon  the 
act  discovered  after  the  bankrupt  has  received  his  discharge, 
with  a  view  to  annul  it,  and  to  give  to  his  creditors,  who  have 
proved  their  debts,  the  benefit  of  the  property  he  may  have 
concealed,  or  the  preferences  he  may  have  given,  or  transfers 
of  property  he  may  have  made  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy  ? 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  jurisdiction  given  by  the  6th  section  of 
the  bankrupt  act  to  the  District  Court  is  plenaiy  and  exclusive 
for  such  a  purpose.  The  words  of  the  6th  section  are :  *'  That 
the  District  Court,  in  every  district,  shall  have  jurisdiction  in 
all  matters  and  proceeding  in  bankruptcy  arising  under  this 
act,  and  any  other  act  which  may  hereafter  be  passed  on  the 
subject  of  bankruptcy;  the  said  jurisdiction  to  be  exercised 
summarilv  in  the  nature  of  summary  proceedings  or  equity, 
and  for  this  purpose  the  said  District  Court  shall  be  deemed 
always  open.  And  the  district  judge  may  adjourn  any  point 
or  question  arising  in  any  case  of  bankruptcy  into. the  Circuit 
Court  for  the  district,  in  his  discretion,  to  be  there  heard  and 
determined,  and  for  this  purpose  the  Circuit  Court  of  such 
district  shall  be  deemed  always  open.  The  jurisdiction  hereby 
conferred  on  the  District  Court  shall  extend  to  all  cases  and 
controversies  in  bankruptcy  arising  between  the  bankrupt  and 
any  creditor  or  creditors  wno  shall  claim  any  debt  or  demand 
under  the  bankruptcy;  to  all  cases  and  controversies  between 
such  creditor  or  creditors  and  the  assignee  of  the  estate,  whether 
.  m  office  or  removed ;  to  all  cases  and  controversies  between  such 
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aseignee  and  the  bankrapt ;  and  to  all  acts,  matters,  and  thinss,  tc 
be  done  under  and  in  virtue  of  the  bankruptcy,  until  the  final  dis- 
tribution and  settlement  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  the 
close  of  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy.  And  the  said  cou  rts  shall 
have  ftill  authority  and  jurisdiction  to  compel  obedience  to  all 
orders  and  decrees  passed  by  them  in  bankruptcy,  by  process 
of  contempt,  and  other  remedial  process^  to  the  same  extent  the 
Circuit  Courts  may  here  do  in  a  suit  pending  therein  in  equity. 
And  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  District  Court,  in  each  district, 
from  time  to  time,  to  prescribe  suitable  rules  and  regulations, 
and  forms  of  proceedings,  in  all  matters  of  bankruptcy ;  which 
rules  and  regulations  and  forms  shall  be  subject  to  be  altered, 
added  to,  revised,  or  annulled,  bv  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
same  district,  and  other  rules  and  regulations  and  forms  be 
substituted  therefor." 

Our  reflections  upon  this  section  as  a  whole,  and  particularly 
upon  that  clause  or  sentence  of  it  which  extends  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  to  all  controversies  between  the  bankrupt  and 
a  creditor,  who  shall  claim  any  debt  or  demand  tinder  the  hank- 
ruptcy — to  all  cases  between  creditors  and  the  assignee  of  the 
estate,  whether  the  latter  continues  in  office  or  has  been  re- 
moved, and  to  all  controversies  between  the  assignee  and  the 
bankrupt — ^have  brought  us  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  meant 
to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  District  Court,  either  at  the  suit  of 
the  assignee  or  of  the  creditor,  just  in  such  a  controversy  as 
the  complainants  have  made  by  their  bill ;  with  the  power  in 
the  court,  in  a  suit  of  either  the  assignee  or  the  creditor,  or 
both  combined,  to  inquire  into  the  fraudulent  preferences 
alleged  to  have  been  given  by  the  bankrupt  in  contemplation 
of  bankruptcy;  and  when  they  shall  have  been  satisfactorily 
proved,  to  revoke  the  decree  of  discharge  which  had  been 

fiven  to  him,  to  prevent  it  thereafter  from  bein^  pleaded  as  a 
ar  to  any  suit  wnich  may  be  brought  against  him,  for  any  de- 
mand which  was  provable  under  the  act.  Or  the  assimee 
alone  may  sue  the  bankrupt  and  his  accomplices  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court,  for  any  preferences  he  may  have  given  to  creditors 
in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  to  recover  the  amount  of  such 
preferences,  as  a  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate  for  distribution 
among  his  creditors  who  have  proved  their  debts  under  the 
act,  and  with  the  additional  object  of  revoking  the  bankrupt'? 
discharge  by  a  decree  of  the  court.    In  either  suit  for  the  latter 

Surpose,  the  assignees  and  the  creditors  who  have  proved  Iheir 
ebts  under  the  act,  may  be  the  parties  on  the  one  side,  and 
the  bankrupt  and  those  who  conspired  with  him  to  commit 
the  fraud  upon  the  act,  should  be  made  parties  on  the  other. 
If  it  be  intended  only  to  recover  the  amounts  of  fraudulent 
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preferencesy  as  a  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  the  assignee 
may  sae  the  bankrupt  and  those  who  have  received  them,  or 
the  latter  alone,  giving  to  the  bankrupt  prior  reasonable  notice, 
specifying  in  writing  the  fraud  or  concealment  which  it  is  the 
object  of  the  suit  to  investigate,  so  that  he  may  be  present  at 
the  trial  to  defend  himself;  or  to  petition  the  court  to  be  made 
a  party  defendant  to  the  suit,  for  the  same  purpose.  And  in 
such  a  case,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court  should  be 
exercised  summarily,  in  the  nature  of  summary  proceedings 
in  equity,  such  being  the  direction  in  the  sixth  section  of  the 
act,  for  all  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  under  it. 

These  conclusions  are  verified  into  unquestionable  certainty, 
by  considering  in  connection  other  parts  of  the  bankrupt  bill. 

By  the  third  section  of  it,  the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  of 
every  kind  whatever,  from  the  time  of  his  discharge,  by  mere 
operation  of  law,  is  deemed  to  be  divested  out  of  him,  and  be- 
comes vested  by  force  of  the  decree  in  the  assignee  who  may 
be  appointed  for  the  benefit  of  such  of  the  bankrupt's  creditors 
who  have  come  in  and  proved  their  debts,  for  the  purpose  of 
becoming  distributees  equally  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  to  the 
exclusion  of  all  creditors  who  have  not  done  so.  Then,  by  the 
second  section,  the  amount  of  preferences  which  may  have  been 
given  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  are  declared  to  be  a  part 
of  the  bankrupt's  estate.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  assignee  to  sue 
for  them,  and  the  bankrupt  who  ha^  made  them,  when  they 
have  been  proved,  cannot  be  allowed  a  discharge  imder  the  pro- 
visions  of  the  act  And  that  this  disability  to  receive  a  discharge 
was  meant  to  apply  prospectively  to  preferences  which  might 
be  given,  and  retroactively  to  such  as  had  been  given  in  con- 
templation of  bankruptcy,  or  to  such  preferences,  whether 
given  before  the  decree  of  discharge  or  after  it,  is  manifest  from 
the  whole  language  of  the  fourth  section,  particularly  that  part 
which  makes  a  bona  fde  surrender  bv  the  bankrupt  of  all  hi* 
property  and  rights  of  property,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors, 
one  of  the  prerequisites  of  his  being  discharged  from  all  of  his 
debts ;  and  declares,  that  if  the  bankrupt  shall  be  guilty  of  any 
fraud  or  wilful  concealment  of  his  property  or  rights  of  prop- 
erty, or  shall  have  preferred  any  of  his  creditors,  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act;  or,  if  he  admits  a  false  and  fictitious 
debt  against  his  estate,  that  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  such  dis- 
charge or  certificate.  Further,  the  6th  section  declares,  thai 
no  creditor  or  other  person,  coming  in  and  proving  his  debt  oi 
^ther  claim,  shall  be  allowed  to  maintain  any  suit  at  law  or  in 
equity  iherefoTy  but  shall  be  deemed  thereby  to  have  waived  all 
right  of  action  and  suit  against  such  bankrupt;  which,  while 
it  excludes  such  a  creditor  from  bringing  a  suit  at  law  or  ir 
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equity  in  any  other  court  for  his  original  debt,  which  had  been 
proved  against  the  bankrupt,  cannot  be  construed  to  mean 
that  he  could  not  resort  to  the  District  Court,  which  had  been 
deceived  into  granting  the  discharge,  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
vestigating the  frauds  which  may  have  been  committed  by  the 
bankrupt  before  a  discharge  had  been  granted  to  him,  but  not 
discovered  until  afterwards;  and  for  the  further  purpose  of 
obtaining  from  the  District  Court  an  annulment  of  the  discharge 
which  had  been  obtained  from  it  bv  peijury  and  fraud.    In  this 
we  do  not  differ  from  the  counsel  of  the  complainants,  for  much 
of  his  argument  was  intended  to  show  that  the  creditors  of  a 
bankrupt  are  not  without  a  remedy  for  frauds  committed  bv 
him,  but  not  discovered  until  after  he  had  received  his  certifi- 
cate of  discharge.     That  was  the  case  of  Haxton  v.  Corse,  (2 
Bar.  Ch.,  507,)  decided  by  Chancellor  Walworth.     The  chan- 
cellor's language  is,  that  he  could  not  conclude,  "notwithstand- 
ing the  general  language  contained  in  the  fifth  section  of  the 
act,  that  the  creditors  who  come  in  and  prove  their  debts  shall 
not  be  allowed  to  maintain  any  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  there- 
for, and  that  the  law-makers  did  not  intend  that  the  proving 
of  debts  by  creditors  should  be  an  absolute  abandonment  of 
all  claim  against  the  ftiture  acquisitions  of  their  debtor,  if  his 
discharge  was  refused,  or  if  it  was  void  for  any  of  the  frauds 
specified  in  the  act."     We  admit  the  principle,  that  creditors 
so  circumstanced  have  a  remedy,  but  not  that  they  may  use  it 
in  any  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  in  the  Circuit  Court.     The 
bankrupt  law  has  given  to  the  District  Court  a  plenarv  and 
exclusive  jurisdiction  in  all  matters  and  proceeding  in  bank- 
ruptcy.   We  sav  plenary  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court.     This  court  has  said  so  in  Shawhan  et  al.  r.  Wher- 
ritt,  (T  How.,  648.)    Besides,  on  the  authority  of  the  same  case, 
we  say,  as  all  the  proceeding  in  all  cases  in  bankruptcy  are 
made  matters  of  record  by  the  thirteenth  section,  that  a  party 
to  am  of  them  cannot  be  permitted  to  impeach  it  collaterally  in 
another  suit  in  another  court,  brought  by  him  there  to  recover 
from  the  bankrupt  his  original  debt,  whilst  he  continues  to 
occupy  his  relation  to  the  assignee  and  the  bankrupt,  under 
the  aischarge  of  the  latter,  as  one  of  the  creditor  distributees 
of  his  estate.     The  District  Court  has  by  the  act  plenary  and 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  matter,  and  no  other  court  can 
annul  the  decree  of  the  bankrupt's  discharge,  either  partially, 
for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  creditor,  or  wholly,  to  deprive 
the  bankrupt  of  its  operation. 

This  we  say,  with  direct  reference  to  the  parties  in  this  suit, 
who  were  parties  to  the  decree  of  the  bankrupt's  discharge, 
who  proved  their  debts,  and  who  have  taken  a  dividend  from 
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his  estate.  We  do  not  mean  to  say  anything  of  the  Circuit 
Court's  jurisdiction  in  a  suit  brought  by  a  cremtor  who  had  not 
come  in  and  proved  his  debt^  and  who  is  riot  a  party  to  the  decree  in 
bankruptcy.  These  are  points  which  will  no  doubt  he  well  con 
aidered  by  counsel  before  a  suit  shall  be  brought;  directly  in 
connection  with  the  power  ffiven  to  such  a  creditor  to  impeach 
the  discharge,  when  the  bankrupt  shall  plead  it  in  bar  of  a  suit. 
But  the  manner  of  bringing  such  a  suit  by  such  a  creditor,  how, 
when,  or  in  what  court,  it  should  be  brought,  we  shall  not  de- 
cide until  such  a  case  shall  be  brought  regularly  here  for  adju- 
dication. 

We  will  now  consider  another  point  in  the  case,  necessarily 
arising  from  the  frame  of  the  bill,  which  was  argued  by  the 
counsel  for  the  complainants,  with  some  earnestness.  It  is, 
whether  the  Circuit  Court  had  jurisdiction  of  ike  subject-matter  of 
the  billj  on  account  of  the  frauds  alleged  against  the  defendant 

The  complainants,  in  their  bill,  state  minutely  the  original 
indebtment  of  the  bankrupt  to  them,  particularize  the  fraudu- 
lent preferences  he  had  ^ven  to  other  creditors  in  contempla- 
tion of  bankruptcy,  admit  that  they  were  parties  to  the  bank- 
rupt's discharge,  and  had  taken  a  dividend ;  and  then  they  ask 
for  the  intervention  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  equity,  to  set  aside 
the  bankrupt's  discharge  as  to  them,  because  it  had  jurisdiction 
in  cases  of  jranjud;  and  that  it  would  adjudge,  that  the  defend- 
ants shall  pay  to  them  their  original  debt,  with  interest,  on 
account  of  their  ignorance  of  the  frauds  of  which  they  com- 
plain, until  within  two  years  before  they  brouglit  their  bill. 
And  for  the  same  cause  the^  say,  that  they  had  not  brought 
their  action  at  law  upon  their  original  cause  of  the  defendant's 
indebtment. 

The  bill  of  the  complainants,  then,  is  a  suit  to  recover  from 
the  defendant  the  debt  which  they  had  proved  in  bankrui)tcy* 
It  has  generally  been  thought,  and  has  been  frequently  decided 
judicially,  that  the  fifth  section  of  the  bankrupt  act  was  a  bar 
to  a  suit  where  a  party  proves  his  claim  and  takes  a  dividend. 
In  England,  though  such  suits  were  attempted  in  the  earlier 
administration  of  her  bankrupt  laws,  such  an  action  would  not 
be  thought  of  now  for  a  moment.  The  words  of  our  statute 
are,  "  and  no  creditor  or  other  person,  coming  in  and  proving 
his  debt  or  other  claim,  shall  be  allowed  to  maintain  any  suit 
at  law  or  in  equity  therefoTj  but  shall  be  deemed  thereby  to  have 
waived  all  right  of  action  and  suit  against  such  bankrupt;  and 
all  proceedings  already  commenced,  and  all  unsatisfied  judg- 
ments already  obtained  thereon,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  sur- 
rendered thereby."  How,  then,  can  it  be,  that  a  creditor,  com- 
.ag  in  and  proving  his  debt  and  receiving  a  dividend,  can  bf 
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allowed  to  sue  the  bankrupt  for  it  afterwards,  either  at  law 
or  in  equity,  when  it  is  declared,  in  positive  and  unmistakable 
words,  that  if  the  creditor,  before  proving  his  debt,  had  com- 
menced an  action  for  it,  or  had  obtained  a  judgment  for  it,  he 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  surrendered  it,  and  to  nave  waived  all 
right  of  action  and  suit,  either  in  law  or  in  equity,  against  such 
bankrupt,  for  the  debt  which  he  has  proved?  It  cannot  be 
done ;  and  the  disability  of  such  a  creditor  to  sue  the  bankrupt 
is  in  perfect  harmony  with  every  other  part  of  the  statute  of 
the  19th  August,  1841,  and  with  all  the  rights  of  creditors 
which  are  meant  to  be  secured  by  it. 

Moreover,  the  exclusion  of  such  a  creditor  to  sue  the  bank- 
rupt, is  sustained  by  all  of  the  decisions  in  the  courts  of  Eng- 
land upon  the  statutes  of  bankruptx^y. 

Lora  Hardwicke  said,  in  ex  parit  Groome,  1  Atk.,  119 — ^when 
such  a  right  was  claimed  by  a  creditor  upon  a  similar  provision 
in  the  statute  of  George  U,  chap.  80,  sec.  7,  (by  no  means  so 
expressive  as  that  just  cited  from  the  act  of  the  19th  August, 
1841) — "I  think  that  the  privilege  of  creditors  to  come  in,  and 
of  bankrupts  to  be  discharged  ^om  debts,  is  coextensive  and 
commensurate,  and  very  equitable,  for  it  would  otherwise  make 
an  irregularity  amonff  the  creditors ;  for  a  creditor  whose  debt 
was  due  before  the  taking  out  of  the  commission  shall,  perhaps, 
have  more  than  five  shillinffs  in  the  pound ;  and  the  creditor 
whose  debt  was  not  due  till  a  second  distribution  shall  come 
in  and  hav^  as  much  as  the  other  creditor,  and  likewise  have 
a  remedy  open  to  him  for  the  rest  a^inst  the  bankrupt* 
Therefore  a  creditor  shall  not  prove  his  debt,  receive  a  aivi 
dend,  and  proceed  afterwards  in  an  action  at  law  against  the 
bankrupt.  In  such  cases  in  England,  the  creditor  is  put  to  his 
election,  whether  he  will  come  in  and  prove  his  debt,  or  pursue 
his  remedy  at  law.  With  us,  he  has  the  same  privilege.  In 
ez parte  Goodwin,  1  Atk.,  152,  Lord  Hardwicke  said:  ^'This 
court  will  not  suffer  a  petitionmg  creditor  to  arrest  a  bankrupt, 
and  for  this  reason — ^because  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  is 
considered  both  as  an  action  and  an  execution  in  the  first  in- 
stance; and  after  the  petitioning  creditor  had  laid  hold  of  all 
of  the  bankrupt's  effects,  it  would  be  a  groat  absurdity  for  the 
same  peraon  to  be  {)ermitted  to  arrest  him  likewise.''  In  regard 
to  the  creditor  having  made  an  election,  his  Lordship  ruled,  in 
ex  parte  Ward,  1  Atk.,  163,  that  2i  petitioning  creditor  determines 
his  election  by  takiag  out  a  commission,  and  cannot  sue  the 
bankrupt  at  law,  though  for  a  debt  distinct  from  what  he  proved. 

In  ex  parte  Ward,  1  Atk.,  153,  it  was  also  ruled  that  a  peti- 
tioning creditor's  right  of  election  does  not  exist  after  the  bank- 
r  ipt  mui  received  his  certificate ;  and  when  the  creditor  ham 
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already  proceeded  at  law,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  come  in  and 
prove  his  debt  under  the  commission,  without  relinquishing  his 
proceedings  at  law,  unless  by  order  of  the  great  seal,  for  the 

Surpose  of  giving  his  assent  or  dissent  to  the  certificate.  Tn 
lapon's  case,  1  Atk.,  219,  Lord  HardwicKe  declared,  "it  was 
by  no  means  to  be  done  that  a  creditor  was  to  receive  a  pro- 
portionable benefit  under  the  commission,  and  still  pursue  the 
bankrupt's  person  at  law  ;*'  and  he  would  not  permit  the  cred- 
itor, in  that  case,  who  had  proceeded  at  law  after  he  had  re- 
ceived two  dividends,  to  assent  to  or  dissent  from  the  bank- 
rupt's certificate,  until  he  had  refunded  the  dividends  he  had 
taken  under  the  commission.  In  Lindsay's  case,  1  Atk.,  220, 
he  petitioned  to  be  discharged  from  a  commitment  at  the  suit 
of  his  creditor,  Henkle,  who  had  proved  his  debt.  The  Lord 
Ohancellor  said  the  creditor  must  either  waive  his  proof  under 
the  commission,  or  make  his  election  to  proceed  under  it;  but, 
notwithstanding,  if  he  elects  to  proceed  at  law,  he  may  still 
assent  or  dissent  to  the  certificate. 

L[i  Dorvillier's  case,  his  creditor  had  proved  a  debt  for  j6800 
nnder  the  commission,  and  bein^  the  majority  in  value  of  all 
the  creditors,  had  chosen  himself  assignee,  as  he  had  the  right 
to  do  under  the  statute.  He  brought  an  action  at  law  for  the 
debt  which  he  had  proved  against  the  bankrupt.  The  bank- 
rupt petitioned  that  his  creditor  should  make  his  election  to 
proceed  under  the  commission  or  to  proceed  at  law.  The  Lord 
Chancellor  doubted  whether,  by  choosing  himself  assignee, 
was  not  making  an  election ;  but  upon  the  creditor's  having 
elected  to  proceed  at  law,  he  discharged  him  as  a  creditor  under 
the  commission,  but  still  allowed  him  to  assent  or  dissent  to 
the  bankrupt's  certificate. 

Li  Aylott  V.  Harford  4;  Richards,  bail  of  Lowe,  2  Blackstone's 
Reports,  1817,  the  creditor  had  proved  his  debt  under  the  com- 
mission, and  had  voted  in  the  choice  for  assignees,  and  had 
subsequently  made  an  agreement  with  the  bankrupt  that  he 
should  keep  open  his  hotel  for  business.  The  bankrupt  ab- 
sconded. The  creditor  brought  an'  action  against  the  bail  of 
the  bankrupt,  contending  that,  as  Lowe  had  absconded,  he  had 
forfeited  the  protection  of  his  commission,  and  that  the  bail 
was  to  follow  the  fate  of  his  principal.  De  Grey,  C.  J.,  refused 
to  fix  the  bail,  and  said,  there  are  some  instances  in  which  the 
Court  of  Chancery  permits  a  creditor  to  do  certain  acts,  such 
as  proving  his  debt  and  voting  for  assignees,  without  bindine 
him  to  come  under  the  commission  and  renounce  his  leffal 
remedy.  But  the  plaintiflF  has  gone  much  further,  especially 
by  the  transaction  of  the  25th  of  August.  He  has  made  his 
fffection,  has  acquiesced  under  the  commission,  and  he  shall 
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not,  on  a  subsequent  unforeseen  event,  at  the  distance  of  twelve 
months,  desert  the  commission,  and  come  on  the  bail  by  sur- 
prise.    (White  ex  parte,  2  Ves.  Rep.,  9;  2  Bro.  C.  C,  114.) 

These  citations,  then,  show  how  the  comprehensive  equity 
of  Lord  Hardwicke,  upon  an  indefinite  statute  of  George  11, 
anticipated  the  more  perfect  legislation  of  49  George  fil,  c. 
121,  s.  14,  and  that  of  o  George  IV,  c.  16,  s.  69,  upon  the  same 
subject. 

The  first  provides,  "that  after  the  29th  June,  1809,  it  shall 
not  be  lawful  for  any  creditor,  who  has  or  shall  have  brought 
any  action  or  instituted  any  suit  against  any  bankrupt  in  respect 
of  any  demand  which  arose  prior  to  the  bankruptcy,  or  which 
might  have  been  proved  as  a  debt  under  the  commission,  to 
prove  a  debt  under  such  commission  for  any  purpose  whatever, 
or  to  have  the  claim  of  debt  entered  upon  the  proceedings 
under  such  commission,  without  relinquishing  such  action,  a 
suit,  and  all  benefit  from  the  same ;  and  that  the  proving  or 
claiming  a  debt  under  a  commission  by  any  creditor  shall  be 
deemed  an  election  by  such  creditor  to  take  the  benefit  of 
such  commission  with  respect  to  the  debt  so  proved  or  claimed 
by  him."  The  statute  of  George  IV  is,  "that  no  creditor  who 
has  brought  an  action  or  instituted  a  suit  for  a  demand  arising 
prior  to  the  bankruptcy,  or  which  might  have  been  proved, 
shall  prove  a  debt  or  enter  a  claim  for  it,  without  relinquishing 
such  action  or  suit,  and  all  benefit  from  the  same,  the  proving 
a  debt  or  entering  a  claim  to  be  deemed  an  election."  Our 
statute  is  as  comprehensive  as  either  of  those,  and  was  taken 
from  them,  though  not  expressed  in  the  same  words.  Indeed, 
the  three  are  an  embodiment  of  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
which  were  made  from  Lord  Hardwicke's  time  in  the  admin- 
istration of  the  bankrupt  law;  and  the  construction  of  the 
English  statutes  in  their  courts  since  has  been  in  conformity 
wiui  the  earlier  decisions. 

In  Adames  v.  Bridge,  ^8  Bingh.  Eep.,  814,)  in  an  action  of 
debt  upon  a  bond,  in  which  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  to 
stay  proceedings  commenced  in  1831,  it  appeared  by  an  afiida- 
vit  that  the  defendant  had  been  a  bankrupt  in  1816,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  elected  to  prove  under  the  commission  sued 
out  at  that  time.  Tindall,  C.  J.,  ruled  that  plaintiff,  having 
proved  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  in  1818,  was  estopped 
to  sue  for  the  same  debt  aftec  the  passing  of  6  George  iV ,  c. 
16,  though  that  repeals  49  George  UI,  c.  121,  and  makes  proof 
of  a  debt  an  election  not  to  sue.  The  Chief  Justice  added,  the 
fallacy  in  the  argument  is  in  considering  the  election  to  prove 
as  an  incomplete  act.  It  was  a  complete  act  to  effect  a  disoon* 
tinuance,  and  after  such  a  lapse  of  time,  the  rule  must  be  difl 
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eharged  with  costs.    In  some  of  its  features,  that  case  is  not 
unlike  that  which  we  have  been  considering. 

Joseph  ex  parte  (18  Yes.,  840)  establishes  the  same  princi- 
ple; also,  Dickson,  (1  Rose,  98;)  Boslock's  case,  (1  Dea.  and 
Uhit.,)  the  same.  A  like  interpretation  has  been  given  to  the 
fifth  section  of  the  act  of  i9th  August,- 1841,  by  Chief  Justice 
Tenney,  (in  31  Maine  Rep.,  192,)  in  the  case  of  Hunophrey  and 
Small,  and  by  Mr.  Justice  Hardy,  in  the  case  of  Buckner  k 
Stanton  v.  Calcote,  (in  28  Miss.,  890.)  Both  are  able  construc- 
tions of  the  statute  of  the  19th  August,  1841,  from  the  statute 
itself,  and  they  command  our  entire  assent. 

Our  conclusions  in  this  case  are,  that  the  Circuit  Courts  of 
the  United  States  have  not  jurisdiction  to  annul  or  vacate  the 
discharge  and  certificate  in  bankruptcy  obtained  in  the  District 
Court,  upon  imputations  of  fraud  done  in  contemplation  of 
bankruptcy  by  the  bankrupt;  or  to  give  relief,  either  at  law 
or  in  equity,  in  a  suit  brought  by  a  creditor  who  had  proved 
his  debt  under  the  commission,  who  had  assented  to  the  bank- 
rupt's discharge  and  certificate,  and  who  has  taken  a  dividend 
out  of  the  bankrupt's  estate.  These  conclusions  relieve  the 
case  of  all  difficulty,  and  make  it  unnecessary  fbr  us  to  discuss 
any  of  the  other  points  which  were  made  by  counsel  on  either 
side  in  the  argument. 

We  add  a  word  more.  It  was  frequently  urged  in  the  argu- 
ment, by  the  counsel  for  the  complainants,  that  the  demurrer 
of  the-  defendant  was  a  confession  of  the  fnetuds  alleged  in  the 
bill,  and  that  therefore  the  Circuit  Court  had  jurisdiction  to 
give  relief. 

Our  view  of  that  demurrer  is  difiTerent.  It  is  only  a  confes- 
sion of  all  facts  weU pleadedy  but  in  this  bill  none  were  so;  the 
power  of  the  court  to  give  relief,  and  of  the  complainants  to 
bring  a  suit,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  for  the  original  debt 
which  they  had  proved  in  bankruptcy,  having  been  mistaken. 

The  dismission  of  the  bill  by  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  concurs  in  the  result  of  the  opinion 

or  the  court  in  this  case. 


James  B.  Tbllvr  and  Thomas  W.  Bwikkbt,  Plaintiffs  in 
Error,  v.  Jonathan  T.  Fatten  and  John  J.  Lanb. 

Where  the  question  before  the  Jury  was,  whether  or  not  one  of  the  defeuilantt  wat 
%  partner  in  a  coiumerclAl  Arm,  it  was  proper  for  the  court  to  ezelade  the  de4»- 
•ATfttlons  made  by  the  defendant  in  tb^  absence  of  the  plaintlflh. 
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II WM  alfo  proper  not  to  confine  the  attention  of  the  Jniy  to  declarationg  made  •! 
one  particular  time  in  the  presence  of  one  of  the  plaintiflb,  bat  to  allow  all  sim- 
ilar declarations  to  be  given  in  evidence,  so  that  the  jury  oonld  Jndg*  of  th« 
entire  qnestion  of  the  existence  of  the  partnership. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  fix>m  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Indiana. 

It  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  by  Patten  and  Lane, 
merchants  of  New  York,  against  the  plaintiflfe  in  error,  mer- 
chants of  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana.  The  only  question  in  the 
court  below  was,  whether  or  not  Swinney  was  a  partner  of 
Teller,  the  declaration  counting  upon  four  promissory  notes 
signed  by  Thomas  B.  Teller  &  Co.  Under  the  instructions  of 
the  court,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff.  The  sub- 
stance of  the  bills  of  exception  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

The  case  was  submitted  on  a  printed  argument  by  Mr.  Oram- 
ford  for  the  plain^ffs  in  error,  and  argued  by  Mr.  0.  H.  Smith 
for  the  defendants. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  is  brought  here  by  a  writ  of  error  from  the  Circuit 
Court  for  the  district  of  Indiana. 

It  is  an  action  of  assunipsit  on  four  promissory  notes  signed 
by  Thomas  B.  Teller  &  Co.  A  verdict  was  rendered,  and  a 
judgment  entered,  for  $2,719.40. 

Certain  rulings  of  the  court  on  questions  of  evidence  which 
were  made  during  the  trial,  and  to  which  exceptions  were 
taken,  presedt  the  points  for  consideration. 

Evidence  was  riven  to  prove  the  partnership  of  Swinney 
with  Teller,  which  was  denied,  and  which  was  the  onlv  con- 
troverted fact  in  the  case.     Thomas  P.  Anderson,  a  witness, 
stated  that  in  April,  1852,  he  introduced  Swinney  to  divers  mer-  • 
chants  in  the  city  of  New  York,  including  the  plaintiffs,  as  a 

f)erson  wishing  to  buy  goods  for  Fort  Wayne,  as  the  fathcr-in- 
aw  of  Teller,  and  the  capitalist  of  the  concern,  which  was  not 
denied  by  Swinney.  Several  other  witnesses  gave  evidence 
conducing  to  prove  that  Swinnev  was  a  partner  of  Teller,  and 
had  by  his  declarations  and  conuuct  at  Fort  Wayne  on  divers 
occasions,  in  1852  and  1853,  held  himself  out  to  the  world  as 
a  partner  of  Teller,  who  was  then  doin^  business  as  a  mer- 
chant, and  that  Swinney  had  suffered  Teller  to  hold  him  out 
as  such. 

It  was  further  proved,  by  the  book-keeper  of  the  plaintiffs, 
that  Swinney  was  in  New  York  in  June,  1864,  a  period  prior 
to  the  extension  of  the  notes  sued  on,  and  in  conversation  with 
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Patten  and  Lane,  the  plainti&,  he  admitted  that  he  was  a 
partner  of  Teller  &  Co.,  in  the  house  at  Fort  "Wayne.  About 
the  same  time,  two  of  the  daughters  of  Swinney  testified  that 
their  father  stated,  at  the  Astor  House,  in  New  York,  to  Patr 
ten,  one  of  the  plaintifis,  that  he  was  not  a  partner  of  Teller. 

The  defendants  then  offered  several  depositions,  conducing 
to  prove  that  Swinney,  on  his  way  to  New  York,  with  Solomon 
D.  Bayless,  to  purchase  goods,  &;c.,  and  to  whom  he  said  that 
he  was  not  to  be  a  partner  with  Teller,  who  was  his  son-in*law, 
that  he  intended  to  purchase  a  small  stock  to  start  him  in  busi- 
ness, but  that  he  had  no  further  interest  or  connection  in  the 
matter.  The  same  statement  was  made  by  Swinney  to  several 
persons  in  New  York.  Witness  introduced  him  to  a  number 
of  merchants  in  that  city,  and  to  those  persons  he  did  not  rep- 
resent him  as  the  partner  of  Teller.  This  was  before  Thomas 
P.  Anderson  arrived  at  the  city.  At  none  of  these  conversa- 
tions does  it  appear  that  plaintiffs  were  present,  or  either  of 
them.  Other  depositions  were  offered  to  prove  that  on  the 
trial  of  one  Michael  Dougherty  for  larceny,  at  Fort  Wayne,  in 
January,  1858,  Swinney  and  Teller  were  both  witnesses,  in 
the  absence  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  both  swore  that  Swinnev  was 
not  a  partner  of  Teller's.  But  the  court,  on  objection  being 
made,  overruled  the  depositions,  which  showed  the  declarations 
of  Swinney  made  to  different  individuals  at  different  times,  in 
the  absence  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  also  the  oaths  made  by  Swin- 
ney and  Teller  in  the  criminal  case  stated,  as  incompetent, 
but  the  evidence  of  the  two  daughters  of  Swinney  was  not 
overruled. 

After  the  evidence  was  given,  and  the  argument  of  counsel 
closed,  the  defendant's  counsel  requested  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury,  if  they  believed  from  the  evidence  that  in  June,  1854, 
Swinney  told  fatten,  in  New  York,  that  he  was  not,  and  never 
had  been,  a  partner  of  Teller,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  after- 
wards deal  with  him  so  as  to  bind  Swinney,  unless  proof  were 
made  of  a  new  authority  given  to  him.  But  the  court  refused 
to  give  the  instruction  prayed  for,  and  said,  if  the  lury  were 
satisfied,  from  the  evidence,  that  Swinney  was  actually  a  part- 
ner with  Teller  in  the  establishment  at  Fort  Wavne,  his  dec- 
larations to  the  contrary  t.o  Patten,  in  New  York,  could  not 
relieve  him  from  liability  in  this  action. 

An  exception  was  taken  to  the  instruction  refused  and  to 
that  which  was  given. 

The  instruction  given  on  the  evidence  before  the  jury  was 
proper.  It  was  the  province  of  the  jury  to  determine  the  weight 
of  evidence  before  them.  The  instruction  asked  by  the  de- 
fendant would  have  restricted  this  right,  as  it  would  have 


188  SUPREME  COURT. 

MaUmgly  et  <U,  y,  Boyd, 

thrown  out  of  the  case  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiflfe.  The 
jury  might  believe  that  the  remarks  were  made  to  Patten  by 
Swinney,  in  the  presence  of  his  dauffhters,  "  that  he  was  not, 
and  never  had  been,  a  partner  of  Teller,  at  Fort  Wayne,"  and 
yet,  from  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  find  them  to  be  untrue. 
This  statement  is  represented  to  have  been  made  in  1854,  some 
two  years  after  the  merchandise  had  been  purchased.  It  is 
said  this  was  prior  to  the  extension  of  the  notes;  but  that  is 
immaterial,  as  the  partnership  debt  had  been  long  before  in- 
curred. No  one  can  manufacture  evidence  for  himself  in  such 
a  case.  The  judge  treated  the  evidence  fairly  by  submitting 
it,  with  the  other  facts,  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

The  depositions  which  related  to  the  declarations  of  Swin- 
ney, at  different  times  and  occasions,  that  he  was  not  a  partner 
of  Teller's,  were  properly  suppressed ;  they  were  not  made  in 
the  presence  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  agent,  and  of  which  the 
plaintiffis  could  have  had  notice.  The  oaths  said  to  have  been 
made  on  a  certain  occasion,  by  Teller  and  Swinney,  belong  to 
the  same  category. 

The  existence  of  the  partnership  at  Fort  Wayne  seems  to 
have  been  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury.  The  firm 
was  known  by  the  name  of  Teller  &  Co.  This  was  the  admis- 
sion of  a  partnership  in  their  course  of  dealing;  and  if  Swinney 
was  not  the  partner,  it  would  have  been  easy  to  prove  who  was. 

The  ruling  of  the  court  in  the  admission  of  the  evidence  to 
theiury,  and  the  exclusion  of  that  which  was  offered,  was  correct 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 


J.  M.  Mattingly  and  Sarah  Ann  his  wife.  Appellants,  v. 
John  H.  Boyd,  Administrator  of  David  H.  Boyd,  dsgsasbd. 

By  the  laws  of  Virginia,  where  an  absent  defendant  is  sued,  and  a  garnishee  is  found 
within  the  State  having  funds  of  the  absent  debtor  in  his  hands,  the  court  maj 
either  suffer  the  fund  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee,  or  be  paid  orer  to 
the  attaching  creditor,  security  being  given  in  either  case  to  refund  the  monej 
upon  a  final  decree. 

Whilst  the  suit  is  pending,  therefore,  the  money  must  be  considered  as  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  court,  and  not  liable  to  be  sued  for  by  the  absent  debtor  against  his 
garnishee. 

Consequently,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  run  whilst  the  suit  is  pending; 
and  if  an  action  is  brought  against  the  executor  of  the  garnishee  after  the  termi- 
nation of  the  principal  suit  in  sufficient  time  to  clear  the  statute,  a  recoyery  must 
be  had. 

The  garnishee  having  used  the  money,  his  executor  must  pay  interest  from  the  time 
when  the  attachment  process  was  served,  up  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  gar- 
nishee—it  being  so  claimed  in  the  bill. 

The  garnishee  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  trouble  which  he  had  taken. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Oourt  of  the  [Jnited 
States  for  the  distnct  of  West  Tennessee. 
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The  bill  was  filed  by  Sarah  Ann  Thorp,  but  in  the  courae  of 
proceedings  her  marriage  with  J.  M.  Mattingly  was  suggested, 
and  the  suit  thereafter  conducted  in  the  names  of  Matting] j 
and  wife. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Robmson,  no  counsel  appearing  for  the 
appellee. 

Mr.  Bobmscn  made  the  following  points : 

I.  That  if,  when  this  suit  was  brought,  Bylen  had  been  alive 
and  a  citizen  of  Tennessee,  and  a  party  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
would  not  have  been  barred  from  proceeding  against  him  by  t»  e 
statute  of  21,  Jac.  1,  ch.  16,  sec.  3,  or  by  the  Tennessee  statute 
of  1715  taken  from  it,  or  by  any  other  statute  of  that  StalM. 
1.  Because,  by  the  appointment  of  Bylen  as  guardian;  an  e  i- 
press  trust  was  created,  and  the  statute  of  limitations  is  no  har 
m  the  case  of  such  express  trust.  (Pinkerton,  &c.,  v.  Walker 
and  wife,  3  Hay.,  221~'2 ;  Bryant  v.  Pucket,  ib.,  252-8 ;  Parson, 
&;c.,  V.  Ivey,  1  Yer.,  297;  Armstrong  v.  Campbell,  3  Yer.,  201 ; 
McDonald  v.  McDonald,  8  ib.,  148;  Smart  and  wife  v.  Wati-.r- 
house,  10  ib,,  104;  Porter  v.  Porter,  3  Humph.,  586.)  2.  Be- 
cause  the  statute  of  1715  does  not  bar  actions  of  debt  generally, 
but  those  onl^  which  are  brought  for  arrearages  for  rent ;  (Kir  k- 
man  v.  Hamilton,  &c.,  6  Pet,  23;  Tisdale  v.  Munroe,  8  Yer., 
222;)  and  even  if  the  plaintiff  came  within  the  5th  section,  sue 
comes  within  the  disabilities  provided  for  b^  the  9th  section 
8.  Because  no  statute  of  limitations  in  force  m  Tennessee  bars 
an  action  on  a  specialty;  neither  such  as  Bylen  gave  when  he 
qualified  as  guardian,  nor  such  as  was  taken  under  the  decrees 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  at  Richmond.  (Lawrence  v.  Bridle- 
man,  7  Yer.,  107;  Hay  v.  Lea,  8  ib.,  89;  Rice  v.  Alley,  1 
Sneed,  52;)  and  even  if  there  were  any  statute  of  Tennessee 
prescribing  a  certain  term  of  years  within  which  an  action  must 
be  commenced  on  such  a  bond  as  that,  (pp.  86-7,)  the  dciend- 
aat  does  not  show  that  such  term  of  years  has  elapsed  since 
aie  plaintiff  married  or  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

n.  That  supposing  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  maintain  a  suit 
a^inst  Bylen  or  his  representative  for  the  money  mentioned 
in  said  bond  and  the  interest  thereof,  the  right  of  action  of 
Bylen  against  David  H.  Boyd,  for  the  money  received  by  the 
latter  as  agent,  would  not  be  barred  by  the  time  which  has 
elapsed  since  Boyd  received  the  money.  For  whether  the 
attachment  was  riffht  or  wrong,  Boyd  claimed  to  hold  and  was 
allowrcd  to  hold  the  money  pending  the  attachment,  and  is 
bound  to  answer  for  it  when  the  attachment  was  terminated 
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TTT-  That  seeing,  if  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  a  decree  against 
Bylen,  the  latter  would  be  entitled  to  a  decree  against  Boyd, 
the  proper  course  of  equity  is  to  decree  immediately  for  the 
plaintiflw,  against  the  administrator  of  Boyd — ^the  party  ulti- 
mately responsible.  (Qarnett,  &c.,  v.  Macon,  &c.,  6  Call,  349, 
and  other  cases  cited  in  2  Rob.  Pract.,  895-*8,  old  ed.) 

IV.  That  the  decree  should  be  for  $1,112.82,  with  interest 
from  the  26th  of  October,  1826,  (p.  82,)  and  the  costs  of  this  suit. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Spencer  Roane  devised  to  his  grand-daughterj  Sarah  Ann 
Roane,  one  thousand  dollars.  She  was  a  minor,  residing  in 
Kentucky;  and  Joseph  N.  Bylen,  her  stepfather,  was*  her  guard- 
ian. Bylen  sued  Roane's  executors  for  the  money,  and  recov- 
ered it  as  guardian.  David  H.  Boyd  acted  as  the  agent  of  Bylen, 
and  received  the  money  in  Virginia,  and  held  it  as  agent.  Fay- 
3tte  Roane,  the  father  of  Sarah  Ann,  owed  William  H.  Roane, 
of  Richmond,  Virginia,  a  thousand  dollars.  Bylen  was  Fayette 
Roane's  executor;  and  William  H.  sued  out  a  subpoena  and  filed 
an  attaching  creditor's  bill  in  the  Superior  Court  of  Chancery  at 
Lynchburg,  against  Bylen  and  others,  to  which  David  H.  Boyd 
was  a  party  defendant.  The  main  purpose  of  the  bill  was,  to 
restrain  the  money  held  by  Boyd  for  Bylen  as  guardian,  in 
Boyd's  hands*,  until  Roane  could  obtain  a  (iecree  against  Bylen, 
and  enforce  payment  from  Boyd  as  the  debtor  of  Bylen. 

Roane's  restraining  order  was  sued  out  and  executed  on 
Boyd  the  10th  day  of  October,  1827. 

May  4,  1829,  Boyd  answered  the  bill,  and  admitted  that  he 
had  received  $1,112  as  agent  of  Bylen,  guardian  of  Sarah  Ann 
Roane,  on  a  power  of  attorney,  "which  money  he  intended  to 
pay  over  to  fiylen  as  guardian,  until  inhibited  by  the  process 
of  the  court." 

The  suit  lingered  on  the  rules  at  Lynchburg  till  July  4, 1863, 
the  restraining  order  being  in  full  force'from  1827  to  1858.  In 
the  mean  time,  Boyd  had  removed  to  Tennessee,  and  died  there 
on  the  25th  of  August,  1851 ;  and  about  two  months  thereafter, 
John  H.  Boyd,  the  defendant  to  this  suit,  administered  on  Da- 
vid  H.  Boyd's  estate ;  and  on  the  5th  of  September,  1853,  this 
suit  was  brought.  The  main  defence  set  up  is,  the  acts  of  lim- 
itation barring  actions  in  Tennessee.  The  suit  was  brought 
within  two  years  after  John  H.  Boyd  administered,  and  there- 
fore the  act  barring  suits  against  administrators  does  not  apply ; 
and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  suit  is  barred  by  tne 
general  law  barring  actions  founded  on  simple  contracts,  if 
not  sued  for  within  throe  years  next  after  the  cause  of  action 
accmeJ. 
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The  settled  law  of  Tennessee  is,  that  where  an  agent  obtains 
money  of  his  principal,  and  converts  it  to  his  use,  and  is  not 
sued  until  three  years  elapse,  the  remedy  by  assumpsit  is  barred 

iMcGinnis  v.  Jack  and  Cocke,  Martin  and  Ter.  R.,  861 ;  Haw- 
cins  V.  Walker,  4  Ter.  R.) 

It  is  also  settled  in  Tennessee,  that  where  the  statute  com- 
mences to  run,  it  runs  on,  unless  there  is  a  new  promise  within 
three  years  next  before  suit  is  brought ;  and  an  acknowledg- 
ment by  the  defendant  of  an  actual  subsisting  debt  due  to  the 
plaintiff  within  the  three  years  is  deemed  equivalent  to  new 
promise,  as  the  law  raises  a  promise  to  pay  on  the  acknowledg- 
ment. (Russell,  adm'r,  v.  Qass,  Martin  and  Yerger's  R.,  270.) 
This  acknowledgment  was  made  by  Boyd,  in  1829,  by  his  an- 
swer, filed  in  the  Superior  Chancery  Court  at  Lynchburg. 
Had  Bylen  sued  him  at  law,  and  the  act  of  limitations  been 
pleaded,  the  statement  in  Boyd's  answer  would  have  been  a 
good  replication. 

The  question  then  comes  to  this — ^whether  Bylen,  as  guard- 
ian, or  Sarah  Ann  Roane,  after  she  became  of  age,  had  cause 
of  action  against  Boyd  whilst  the  suit  at  Lynchburg  was  pend- 
ing? The  act  of  1819  (Virginia  Revised  Code,  474)  in  sub- 
stance provides,  that  where  a  suit  in  chancery  is  prosecuted 
against  a  defendant  who  is  out  of  the  State,  and  against  a 
defendant  within  the  State,  who  has  in  his  hands  effects  of  or 
is  indebted  to  the  absent  defendant,  the  court  may  make  an 
order,  and  require  surety,  if  it  shall  appear  necessary,  to  restrain 
the  defendant  within  the  State  from  paying  the  debt  by  him 
owing  to  the  absent  defendant;  or  the  court  may  order  such 
debt  to  be  paid  to  the  attaching  creditor,  upon  his  giving  suf- 
ficient security  for  the  return  of  the  money  to  such  person,  and 
in  such  manner  as  the  court  shall  afterwards  direct. 

The  act  also  provides  how  the  absent  defendant  shall  be 
aotified  by  publication ;  and  if  he  does  not  appear,  the  court 
mav  hear  the  plaintiff's  proofs  of  the  justice  of  his  demand, 
ana  may  proceed  to  take  the  bill  for  confessed,  and  to  decree 
.thereon  as  to  the  court  may  seem  proper,  and  enforce  due 
execution  of  the  decree. 

The  court  did  not  require  security  from  Boyd  to  have  tne 
money  forthcoming  according  to  a  decree,  that  might  be  subse- 
quently made;  but  set  the  cause  down  for  hearing  against 
him,  leaving  the  money  in  his  hands. 

Bylen  never  answered,  but  ureed  Boyd  by  letters  to  enaploy 
counsel  and  defend  the  suit,  and  to  send  him  the  money  il  the 
bill  was  dismissed;  and  thus  the  matter  stood  until  1868,  when 
the  suit  abated  by  William  H.  Roane's  death. 

As,  by  the  Virginia  attachment  law,  the  court  might  require 
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surety  of  the  ramishee,  to  restrain  him  from  paying  the  monejin 
his  hands  to  his  creditor,  pending  the  attachment  suit,  or  order 
it  to  be  paid  the  attaching  creditor,  on  his  giving  surety  to 
refund  if  the  suit  was  decided  against  him,  it  follows  that  the 
fund  was  in  custody  of  the  law,  and  that  the  garnishee  could 
not  be  sued  a  second  time ;  so  that,  in  this  case,  if  Byleu,  or 
Miss  Roane,  had  sued  Boyd  pending  the  attachment  suit,  he 
or  she  could  have  pleaded  in  abatement  the  former  suit  pend- 
ing, to  the  same  effect  as  if  he  had  been  twice  sued  by  [Bylen. 
This  is  plainly  inferrible  from  the  face  of  the  statute;  ana  the 
position  is  supported  bv  adjudged  cases  both  in  England  and 
m  this  country.  (Brooke  v.  Smith,  1  Salk.,  280;  Embree  and 
Collins  I?.  Hanna,  5  John.  R.,  101 ;  Irvine  v.  The  Lumberman's 
Bank,  2  Watts  and  Sargent,  208.)  The  same  rule  was  recog- 
nised by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Wallace  v.  McConnell,  18 
Peters,  161.  Mr.  Drake,  in  his  well-considered  treatise  on  at- 
tachment, (section  720,)  has  stated  the  practice  in  different 
States,  to  which  book  we  refer. 

We  are  opinion  that  Boyd*s  holding  was  not  advercie 
until  the  suit  in  Virginia  was  ended;  and,  secondly,  thut 
neither  Bvlen,  as  guardian,  nor  Sarah  Ann  Roane,  after  sLe 
became  of  age,  had  cause  of  action  against  Boyd  for  retaining 
the  mone^,  whilst  the  suit  was  pending,  and  therefore  the  aU 
of  limitations  is  no  defence. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  Boyd  is  bound  to  pav  interest 
on  the  fund?    As  a  general  rule,  a  garnishee  is  not  bound  i«> 
pay  interest,  because  he  is  liable  to  be  called  on  to  pay  at  all 
times.     (11  Sargent  and  Rawle,  188;  Drake  Pr.,  725;  1  WaaJi 
ington  Va.  R.,  149.) 

!But  here  the  bill  alleges  that  he  used  the  money >as  his  own; 
and  the  proof  is,  that  in  the  latter  part  of  November,  1826,  he 
received  the  money  as  agent  of  Bylen,  and  immediately  loaned 
it  to  George  Boyd,  his  father,  who  was  in  failing  circum- 
stances, and  shortly  thereafter  became  insolvent.  As  this  wae 
an  appropriation  of  the  money,  and  a  manifest  breach  of  trust, 
David  H.  Boyd  was  bound  to  account  with  interest. 

The  bill  only  claims  interest  from  the  time  the  attachment . 
process  was  served,  up  to  the  time  of  David  H.  Boyd's  death ; 
we  therefore  order  that  interest  be  calculated  from  the  28d  of 
October,  1827,  to  the  25th  of  August,  1851,  these  being  the 
dates  from  and  to  which  interest  is  claimed. 

In  June,  1826,  David  ll.  Boyd  forwarded  an  account  to 
Bylen  for  the  money  he  had  expended  for  the  latter,  in  prose- 
cuting the  suit,  at  Richmond,  against  Spencer  Roane's  execu- 
tors, including  one  hundred  dollars  for  his  trouble  in  attending 
*o  the  business. 
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ThiB  aniount  claimed  is  $216.89.  We  fliink  this  charge  is 
readonable,  and  order  it  to  be  deducted  from  the  principal  sum 
sued  for,  which  is  $1,112.33,  and  leaves  $896.44  due  of  prin- 
cipal, on  which  interest  after  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per  annum 
will  be  calculated,  from  23d  day  of  October,  1827,  up  to  the 
26th  day  of  August,  1851,  to  be  levied  of  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels of  tne  estate  of  David  H.  Boyd  in  the  hands  of  his  admin- 
istrator, John  H.  Boyd,  the  respondent,  to  be  administered. 

It  is  fiirther  ordered,  that  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
for  the  district  of  West  Tennessee,  dismissing  the  biU,  be  re- 
versed, and  that  the  cause  be  remanded  to  said  ooiu%  for  fiirther 
proceedings  to  be  had  therein. 


Charles  MoMiceen,  Appellant,  v.  Fkankldt  Pxbiv. 

Where  this  court  affirmed  a  decree  of  a  Gircait  Goari,  which  was,  that  a  conrey- 
ance  of  property  should  be  executed  upon  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money;  and 
the  Gircuit  Gonrt  proceeded  to  carry  out  its  decree  by  issuing  an  attachment 
against  the  party  who  refused  to  execute  such  conveyance,  an  appeal  will  not 
lie  to  this  court  from  the  order  directing  the  attachment. 

The  appeal  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  l^e  eastern  district  of  Louisiana. 

It  was  before  this  court  at  a  preceding  term,  and  is  reported 
in  18th  Howard,  508. 

When  the  mandate  of  this  court  went  down,  the  money 
therein  mentioned  was  tendered  to  McMicken,  who  refused  to 
accept  it;  whereupon,  an  order  was  obtained  to  attach  him  for 
contempt,  in  refusing  to  make  the  conveyance  required  by  the 
decree.  Whilst  in  custody  of  the  marshal,  he  executed  the 
conveyance,  and  at  the  same  time  took  an  appeal  from  the 
order  to  attach. 

Mr.  Taylor  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  which  motion  was 
opposed  by  Mr.  OiUei. 

Mr.  Taylor  referred  to  the  cases  of  Watson  o.  Thomas,  Lit- 
toll's  Select  Cases,  (6  Lit.^  248;  Carr  v.  Hoxie,  18  Pet,  462; 
and  Lovelace  v.  Taylor,  6  Bob.  K,  98. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  thcf  opinion  of  tihe  court  ^ 
This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Louisiana. 

The  defendant,  Perin,  in  the  year  1848,  being  desirous  of 
purchasing  the  interests  the  Fletohers  had  in  a  plantation,  witb 


184  SUPREME  COURT. 

McMickm  v.  Perm. 

the  improvements  thereon,  situated  in  the  parish  of  East  Baton 
Eouge,  in  the  State  of  Louisiana,  applied  to  Charles  McMickeH, 
a  relation  of  his,  living  in  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  to  loan  him  five 
thousand  dollars  for  the  purchase,  which  he  agreed  to  do ;  and, 
in  order  to  secure  McMicken,  it  was  agreed  that  he  should  t^ke 
the  title  in  his  own  name  in  trust,  on  condition  that  Perin 
should  pay  him  the  money  advanced.  And  it  appears  that, 
under  various  pretences,  McMicken  sought  to  hold  the  planta- 
tion as  his  property.    • 

A  bill  was  filed  by  Perin  for  a  specific  execution  of  the  con- 
tract, by  a  conveyance  to  him  on  the  payment  of  the  five  thou- 
sand dollars  borrowed. 

And  after  various  proceedings  were  had  and  testimony  ex- 
amined, the  court  decreed  that  rerin,  within  six  months,  shall 
pay  McMicken  the  sum  of  $7,266.30,  with  interest  thereon  at 
the  rate  of  eight  per  cent.,  from  the  date  until  paid;  and,  on 
the  payment  thereof,  that  McMicken  shall  convey  to  Perin  the 
undivided  three-fourths  part  of  the  plantation  aforesaid,  in  the 
parish  of  East  Baton  Rouge.  Subsequently,  the  time  for  the 
payment  of  the  money  was  extended  three  months.  But  this 
order  was  afterwards  annulled,  and  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court  from  the  decree  was  granted. 

And  afterwards,  at  the  Januarv  term,  1857,  on  filing  the 
mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  affirming 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  upon  showing  that  a  ten- 
der had  been  made  of  the  sura  of  money  specifieu  in  said  de- 
cree, and  the  interest  thereon,  by  said  Perin  to  said  McMicken, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  decree,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  eight 
thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty-five  dollars,  which  sum  has 
been  deposited  in  this  court  in  satisfaction  of  said  decree  by 
Perin,  and  upon  filing  the  affidavit  of  Perin  that  McMicken 
refuses  to  convey  the  premises  directed  by  said  decree,  the  deed 
being  herewith  filed,  it  is  therefore  ordered  that  said  defend- 
ant, Charles  McMicken,  do  show  cause,  on  Saturday,  the  17th 
instant,  at  10  o'clock  A.  M.,  why  an  attachment  should  not 
issue  to  enforce  compliance  with  said  decree. 

On  the  same  day  the  mandate  was  entered,  and  prior  to  its 
entry  it  was  proved,  by  the  affidavit  of  Perin,  that  a  tender  of 
the  above  sum  was  made  to  McMicken,  which  he  refused. 

In  answer  to  the  rule  to  show  cause  why  an  attachment 
should  not  issue  against  him,  various  reasons  were  assigned, 
all  of  which  were  overruled  by  the  court,  and  an  attachment 
was  ordered  to  issue  to  compel  the  defendant  to  execute  a  con- 
veyance, as  directed  by  the  decree;  and,  further,  that  the  de- 
fendant should  pay  the  costs  of  the  rule.  From  this  decision 
the  defendant  prayed  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  which 
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was  allowed,  and  on  which  bond  was  given.    This  is  the  appeal 
now  before  us,  and  which  a  motion  is  made  to  dismiss. 

Bj  the  appeal  from  the  former  decree,  the  time  within  which 
the  money  was  required  to  be  paid  was  necessarily  suspended. 
But  that  decree  having  been  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  to  be  carried  into  effect, 
nothing  further  was  required  to  be  done.     The  tender  and  de- 

Sosit  of  the  monev  in  court  was  all  that  Perin  was  required  to 
o,  to  authorize  the  court  to  attach  McMicken  for  a  contempt, 
in  refusing  to  make  the  conveyance.  This  involved  nc  new 
question  or  decision,  but  was  the  ordinary  means  of  enforcing 
the  original  decree.  In  no  sense  was  this  a  final  decree  on 
which  an  appeal  could  be  sustained.  It  is,  in  effect,  the  same 
as  ordering  an  execution  on  a  judgment  at  law,  which  had 
been  affirmed  on  error,  and  remanded  for  execution  to  the 
Circuit  Court.  It  has  been  held  that  an  order  of  sale  in  execu- 
tion of  an  original  decree  is  not  a  final  decree,  on  which  an 
appeal  will  lie.     (Keene  v.  Warren,  13  Peters,  439.) 

There  are  cases  in  which  a  second  appeal  may  be  taken,  bui 
it  must  be  founded  on  a  procedure  subsequent  to  the  original 
decree,  and  in  a  matter  not  concluded  by  it. 
This  appeal  is  dismissed,  at  the  costs  of  appellant. 


Ann  C.  Smith,  use  of  Caleb  Cushing,  Plaintiff  in  Erbob,  v 
The  Corporation  of  Washington. 

The  power  granted  by  Congress  to  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Washington,  "to 
open  and  keep  in  repair  streets,  avenues,  lanes,  alleys,  &c.,  agreeably  to  the  plan 
of  the  city,"  includes  the  power  to  alter  the  grade  or  change  the  level  of  the  land 
on  which  the  streets  by  the  plan  of  the  city  are  laid  out. 

If,  in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  an  individual  proprietor  suffers  inconvenionce  or  if 
put  to  expense,  the  corporation  are  not  liable  in  damages. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  holden 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Washington. 

It  was  an  action  on  the  case  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  by 
Ann  C.  Smith,  against  the  corporation  of  Washington,  to  re- 
cover damages  alleged  to  have  been  suffered  by  tne  plaintiff 
by  reason  of  the  alteration  of  the  grade  of  K  street,  in  the  city 
of  Washington,  upon  which  street  the  plaintiff's  dwelling- 
house  and  messuage  were  situated. 

Upon  the  trial  in  the  court  below,  after  much  evidence  had 
been  ^ven,  the  defendants'  counsel  asked  the  court  to  rive  the 
following  instruction,  which  was  given  by  the  court,  and  plain 
tiff's  counsel  excepted. 
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if,  from  the  whole  evidence  aforesaid,  the  jury  shall  find  that 
the  defendants,  bonafidey  and  to  promote  the  public  convenience^ 
and  to  complete  and  extend  the  grading  of  the  streets  of  said 
city,  caused  the  north  side  of  K  street  to  be  cut  down,  traded, 
and  completed,  and  thereby  caused  the  damage  in  said  decla- 
ration  complained  of;  and  that,  in  the  execution  of  said  work, 
the  said  corporation  made  their  said  excavation  in  the  street, 
and  at  a  distance  of  six  or  seven  feet  from  the  front  line  of  the 

f)laintiff's  said  premises,  then  the  damt^es  so  as  aforesaid  al- 
e(;ed  by  the  plaintiff,  if  the  jury  shall  believe  the  same  waa 
occasioned  by  the  acts  aforesaid  of  the  defendants,  and  not 
otherwise,  is  damnum  absque  injuria^  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  en- 
titled to  recover  in  this  action,  which  instruction  the  court  gave 
as  prayed ;  whereupon,  the  plaintiff,  by  her  counsel,  excepts  to 
said  ruling  of  the  court,  and  prays  the  court  to  sign  and  seal 
this,  his  bill  of  exceptions,  and  to  cause  the  same  to  be  enrolled^ 
waich  is  done,  this  22d  day  of  May,  1856. 

And  on  the  trial  of  said  cause,  and  before  the  same  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury,  the  counsel  for  the  said  plaintiff  requested 
the  said  court  to  give  the  jury  the  following  instructions,  to  wit: 

1.  That  if  they  find,  from  evidence,  that  the  grade  of  K  street 
north,  in  front  of  said  plaintiff's  premises  mentioned  in  said 
declaration,  was  established  and  made,  and  said  street  grav- 
elled, at  or  about  the  year  1882,  and  the  said  sidewalk  graded 
and  flagged  at  or  about  the  same  time,  by  the  direction  and 
authority  of  said  corporation  at  the  time  of  opening  said  street, 
and  in  pursuance  of  the  acts  of  October  23,  1830,  August  11, 
1881,  and  18th  of  May,  1832 — ^that  then  the  said  corporation 
had  no  power  or  authority  to  regrade  said  street  in  a  manner 
to  occasion  expense  to  the  plaintiff,  or  injure  the  use  or  value 
of  her  propertv,  without  making  compensation  therefor,  and 
^at  the  defendants  are  liable  for  the  damages  which  the  said 
reffrading  occasioned  plaintiff.     [RefusedJ 

2.  That  if  they  believe  that  the  plaintiff  or  her  grantors  was 
induced  to  build  said  house  in  consequence  of  the  said  act  of 
October  28, 1830,  and  the  grading  of  said  street  in  front  thereof 
under  it,  that  then  in  that  case  the  changing  of  said  grade  to 
her  injury,  without  making  compensation,  was  an  act  of  bad 
faith  towards  her,  for  which  the  defendants  are  liable.  [Refused.] 

That  if  they  find  that  the  said  street  in  front  of  plaintiff's 
house  was  graded  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  March 
3,  1851,  by  said  defendants,  that  then  the  regrading  under  the 
act  of  September  12,  1851,  was  unauthorized,  if  the  plaintiff 
dustained  injury  therebv,  for  which  no  compensation  was  made; 
and  that  then,  and  in  that  case,  the  defendants  are  liable  to  her 
*br  the  injury  which  she  sustained  thereby,     [Refused.] 
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.  That  if  they  find  that  the  said  defendants  caused  the  pave* 
ment  in  front  of  said  plaintiff's  house  to  be  taken  up,  and  said 
sidewalk  to  be  regraded  and  the  pavement  relaid,  that  then  the 
taking  up  the  same,  and  regrading  and  relaying  the  same,  under 
the  acts  of  August  21, 1861,  and  12th  of  September,  1861,  with- 
out making  compensation  for  the  damages  the  said  plaintiff 
might  sustain  thereby,  was  unauthorized  and  unlawful,  and 
that  said  defendants  are  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  damages 
sustained  thereby.     [Refused.] 

That  under  the  act  of  Congress  authorizing  said  defendants 
to  open  streets,  when  they  have  once  graded  and  opened  the 
same,  that  they  have  no  lawftil  authority,  without  the  consent 
of  the  property  holders  injured  thereby,  and  without  making 
compensation  tor  the  damages  sustained,  to  regrade  so  as  to 
injure  the  value  or  the  use  of  real  estate  when  the  said  regra- 
diuff  is  made;  and  that  if  they  find  said  defendants  have  so  re- 
graded,  they  are  liable  to  said  plaintiff  for  all  damages  she  has 
sustained  by  such  regrading.     [Refused.] 

That  if  the  jur^find  that  the  said  street  had  been  previously 
graded  by  the  said  corporation,  that  no  changes  by  the  action 
of  the  elements  thereon,  or  by  natural  causes  resulting  from 
said  grade,  can  authorize  such  regrading;  and  that  if  the  said 
defendants  regraded  said  streets  on  account  of  such  changes, 
they  are  liable  to  said  plaintiff  for  all  damages  which  she  sus- 
tained thereby.     [Refused.] 

That  if  the  jury  find  that  said  street  was  graded  and  grav- 
elled, in  August,  1861,  by  said  corporation,  that  without  a 
change  of  circumstances,  and  the  occurrence  of  a  new  and  fur- 
ther necessity  for  a  change  in  said  grade,  that  then  the  regrade 
under  the  act  of  12th  of  September,  1861,  was  unauthorized 
and  unlawful,  and  the  defendants  are  liable  for  such  damages 
as  the  plaintiff  may  have  sustained  by  said  last-mentioned  re- 
grading.    [Refused.] 

That  if  the  jury  find  that  the  defects  in  the  street  were  such 
as  were  occasioned  solely  by  a  neglect  in  not  preserviuff  it  in 
the  condition  in  which  it  was  left  when  first  graded  under  the 
laws  of  1830, 1831,  and  1882,  that  then  the  defendanta  were  not 
authorized  to  regrade  said  street  under  either  of  said  acts  of 
1861,  and  that  their  doing  so  was  illegal,  and  renders  them 
liable  for  all  damage  growing  out  of  such  regrading  resulting 
therefrom.     [Refused  bv  a  divided  court.] 

That  if  the  jury  find  that  said  street  could  have  been  restored 
to  its  condition,  as  established  under  the  grading  originally 
made,  without  cutting  down  said  street  and  regrading  it,  that 
jaid  defendante  were  bound  so  to  restore  it  without  regrading, 
and  that  such  regrading  was  unauthorized  and  illegal,  and  reu 
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ders  the  defendants  liable  for  all  damans  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff  resulting  therefrom.     [Refiised.T 

That  if  the  jury  believe  that  said  defendants,  in  regrading 
said  street  in  1851,  cut  down  said  street  lower  than  was  neces- 
sary to  restore  the  former  grade,  and  render  the  said  street 
equally  passable,  that  such  excess  of  cutting  down  was  unau- 
thorized and  ille^l,  and  the  said  defendants  are  liable  to  said 
plaintiff  for  all  injury  sustained  by  such  excess  of  cutting  down. 
[Refused.] 

That  if  the  mry  find  that  in  said  regrading  in  1851,  the  de- 
fendants cut  down  said  X  street  in  front  of  said  plaintiff's 
premises  so  much  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  re^rade  and  cut 
down  Twelfth  street,  and  thereby  render  that  portion  of  it  north 
of  said  K  street  steeper  and  more  difficult  of  passage  than  it 
formerly  was;  that  such  fact  raises  a  presumption  that  said 
regrading,  to  the  extent  it  took  place,  was  unnecessary  and 
improper,  and  unless  such  presumption  is  repelled  by  proof, 
that  the  said  regrading  was  unauthorized,  ana  renders  the  de- 
fendants liable  to  the  plaintiff  to  the  extent  of  the  damages 
which  she  has  sustained  thereby.     PRefused.] 

That  if  the  jury  find*  that  the  fall  between  the  north  and 
south  sides  of  K  street  in  front  of  plaintiff's  premises,  by  the 
first  grading  or  first  regrading,  was  not  greater  than  that  in 
one  or  more  of  the  grades  in  the  city  of  W  ashington  made  or 
suffered  by  the  defendants  in  opening  and  grading  said  streets, 
that  such  fact  will  raise  the  presumption  that  said  regrading 
was  not  a  work  of  necessity,  and  was  therefore  illegal  and  un- 
authorized, and  renders  them  liable  to  all  such  damages  as  the 
plaintiff  sustained  by  such  regrading.     [^Refused.] 

That  if  the  jury  nnd  that  the  north  side  of  said  K  street  in 
front  of  plaintiff's  house  was  cut  down  so  low  as  to  tarn  the 
water  from  Thirteenth  street  from  its  natural  course  from  nortii 
to  south,  from  the  high  grounds  at  the  north  of  said  K  street 
to  the  low  grounds  on  I  street,  at  the  south,  and  make  it  run 
east  to  Twelfth  street,  that  such  fact  is  presumptive  evidence 
that  said  street  was  cut  down  more  on  said  north  side  than  was 
necessary  or  proper,  and  that,  unless  disproved,  it  is  conclusive 
against  the  defendants  that  they  cut  down  there  more  than  was 
tiecessaiT,  and  that  thev  are  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  all  dam- 
age she  has  sustained  thereby.     [Reftised.] 

That  if  the  jury  believe  that  said  K  street,  or  any  part  there- 
of, where  it  crosses  Twefth  street,  was  left  higher  than  said  K. 
street,  and  impassable  for  teams,  or  materially  obstructed  from 
the  regrading  in  1851  to  the  fall  of  1854,  or  to  other  time,  that 
such  tact  is  presumptive  evidence  that  said  regrading  was 
uot  necessary  for  the  purposes,  passing,  and  travel,  on  said  K 
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■treety  bat  that  it  was  lowered  below  said  Twelfth  street  at 
that  point  for  some  other  purpose;  and  that,  unless  disproved, 
it  renders  said  defendants  liable  to  said  plaintiff  for  all  damage 
she  may  have  sustained  by  so  re^rading.     [Refused.] 

That  if  the  jury  find  that  the  lowering  the  north  side  of  K 
street  in  front  of  said  plaintiff's  house,  and  the  making  a  gut- 
ter there  from  Twelfth  to  Thirteenth  street  would  have  ooviated 
the  objection  of  the  flow  of  the  water  across  the  street,  and 
gullying  the  same,  without  regrading  to  the  extent  which  said 
street  was  regraded,  that  then  said  defendants  are  liable  to  said 
plaintiff  for  all  damages  sustained  by  lowering  the  north  side 
of  said  street  more  than  was  necessary  to  protect  against  said 
flow  and  iiyury.     [Refused.] 

That  the  statute  of  Congress  authorizing  said  corporation  to 
open  and  grade  streets  in  said  city,  is  not  a  continuing  power, 
but,  when  once  opened  and  graded,  that  such  corporation  is 
not  authorized  to  regrade  the  same  in  a  manner  whereby  pri- 
vate properly  is  injured ;  and  that  if  they  do  so,  they  are  liable 
to  those  injured  for  all  damages  sustained  thereby.    [Refused.] 

The  court  having  refused  to  give  said  instructions,  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel  excepted. 

The  defendants'  counsel  thereupon  asked  the  said  court  to 
give  the  following  instructions: 

And  thereupon  the  said  plaintiff's  counsel,  insisting  before 
the  jury  that  the  said  change  of  grade  was  not  made  by  de- 
fendants bona  jide^  the  defendants  now  pray  the  court  further 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  defendants  cannot  be  made  re- 
sponsible in  damages  in  this  action,  unless  from  the  evidence 
the  jury  shall  find  that  the  said  change  was  made  wantonly, 
wilfully,  and  maliciously;  which  instruction  the  court  gave 
as  prayed. 

Whereupon  the  plaintiff,  by  her  counsel,  excepted,  and  prays 
the  court  to  sign  and  seal  this  her  bill  of  exceptions,  this  2od 
day  of  May,  1856. 

And  the  said  court  thereupon  ^ve  said  instructions,  and  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

And  thereupon  the  said  jury,  under  the  said  ruling  of  the 
court,  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Upon  these  various  rulings  and  refusals,  the  case  oame  up 
to  this  court. 

It  was  arff  ued  by  Mr.  OHUi  and  Mr*  Gushing  for  the  plaintiff 
'n  error,  and  ilfr.  QxrUsle  for  the  defendants. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error 

were  the  following,  viz : 
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ViRBH.—The  plainUff  had  a  right  (&  gioe  evidence  tending  Uy  5«» 
Urn  the  bam  fides  of  the  defendants  in  making  the  regradea. 

One  of  the  testa  of  good  faith  in  making  the  said  regradea 
was  to  compare  their  acts  in  question  with  other  acts  upon  a 
like  subject.  K  the  defendants  acted  in  good  faith,  they  would 
deal  with  the  people  in  Franklin  Row  as  they  did  with  those  in 
other  parts  of  the  city.  The  defendants  had  offered  proof  that 
the  first  grade  of  K  street,  in  front  of  plaintiff's  house,  waa 
steep.  Thereupon,  the  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  that  it  was 
not  as  steep  as  other  grades  which  the  corporation  had  fixed 
in  other  parts  of  the  city.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  by 
the  defendants,  and  rejected  by  the  courts  and  the  plaintiff 
excepted. 

This  evidence  clearly  tended  to  show,  if  it  was  not  conclu- 
sive, that  the  defendants  applied  a  different  rule  in  other  parts 
of  the  city  from  that  which  they  enforced  upon  the  plaintiff. 
The  evidence  offered  raised  a  presumption  against  the  defend- 
ants, and  it  rested  with  them  to  repel  it  by  other  evidence,  if 
they  could.  It  prejudiced  the  plaintiff  to  reject  it  altogether, 
and  therefoi*e  the  exception  ought  to  be  sustained. 

Second. — Thai  the  first  establishment  of  a  grade  raises  a  pre- 
sumption that  such  grade  was  the  proper  one;  and  to  justify  a  change^ 
the  defendants  were  bound  to  show  a  change  of  drcumstanceSy  and 
UUi  occurrence  of  a  new  and  further  necessity,  to  justify  a  regrading. 

After  the  grading  in  1831  or  1832,  which  was  proved  to  be 
a  proper  grade,  by  the  acts  of  the  defendants  as  well  as  by  wit- 
losses,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  defendants  to  show  some 
reason  for  a  regrade,  other  than  their  neglect  in  letting  the  street 

fit  out  of  repair.  They  offered  none  of  a  material  character, 
hey  ordered  the  remade  bv  the  act  of  August  11th,  1861, 
without  any  substantial  or  plausible  reason.  It  was  the  exer- 
eise  of  power  without  any  reasonable  cause. 

The  regrading  under  the  act  of  the  12th  of  September,  1861, 
is  wholly  without  a  pretence  of  excuse.  They  had  fixed  tbe 
grade  and  gravelled  the  street;  neither  the  elements  nor  any 
other  cause  had  changed  it,  or  proved  it  unsuitable.  There 
ifto  no  change  of  circumstances,  and  no  occurrence  of  any 
new  or  further  necessity  for  a  change  of  what  they  had  made 
to  good  and  suflicient.  It  was  a  wanton  exercise  of  power, 
without  any  assignable  good  motive.  It  laid  the  foundation 
for  the  assumption  that  the  defendants  did  not  act  in  good 
ftdth.  It  mieed  that  ^redumption,  and  it  rested  with  tiiem  to 
repel  it,  which  they  did  ti<>t  attempt. 

Third. — The  payment  of  damjoqes  to  a  portion  of  those  injured 
fsMing  in-  t^ankUn  Aow^  authorized,  the  presumption  that  the  defend 
mUs  did  not  act  in  good  faith. 
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The  defendants,  as  a  corporation,  derive  their  powers  under 
the  seventh  and  eighth  sections  of  the  act  of  1820.  (8  H.  8. 
S.,  686,  687.)  There  is  no  power  conferred  upon  them  to  make 
gratuities;  to  do  so  would  be  a  wanton  violation  of  duty. 
They  cannot  assume  that  they  thus  acted  in  paying  BatcliUe 
$426  towards  his  loss.  This  was  an  acknowledgment  that 
they  had  acted  wrongfully  in  the  cutting  down,  and  were  lia- 
ble for  the  injury,  it  was  an  admission  that  they  acted  with- 
out lawful  cause,  and  had  no  legal  justification,  and  raised  a 
clear  presumption  against  them^  which  they  did  not  attempt 
to  repel. 

FouBiH. — The  condition  in  which  the  defendtmts  Irfi  the  sireci 
for  a  long  time^  raised  the  presumption  against  the  good  faith  of  their 
acta. 

Mr.  Batclijffe  testified,  that  ^' after  the  defendants  cut  down 
the  street,  we  were  left  in  the  mud  a  year  or  so."  The  fiwjt  of 
cutting  down  the  street,  and  leaving  it  in  the  condition  described, 
raises  a  presumption  that  it  was  not  done  to  improve  the  street 
and  make  it  more  passable.  It  was  incumbent  upon  the  de- 
fendants to  repel  this  presumption  by  proof. 

Fifth. — Tm  court  erred  in  instrucHna  the  jury  that  thepUxtatiff 
could  not  recover  wOhoui  promng  that  the  change  in  the  street  umm 
made  ^^toantonb/y  wilfuUyy  and  maliciously.'' 

In  the  first  instruction  prayed  by  the  defendants,  the  court 
told  the  jurv,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  if  the  defendants  acte4l 
in  good  faitn  in  the  regrading,  the  plaintiflT  could  not  recover. 
The  plaintiff  had  ^ven  evidence  tending  to  show,  unexplained, 
a  want  of  good  faith,  and  especially  the  order  for  the  second 
regrading,  within  about  a  month  after  the  first  regrading,  and 
her  counsel  conmienced  to  sum  up  the  facts  before  the  jury,  to 
show  that  the  defendants  did  not  act  bona  fide.  Thereupon  the 
defendants'  counsel  interrupted,  and  prayed  a  further  instrao* 
tion,  as  follows: 

'^  And  thereupon,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  insisting  before  the 
jury  that  the  said  mde  was  not  made  by  the  said  defendantB 
bonajidcj  the  defendants  now  pray  the  court  further  to  instruct 
the  jury,  that  the  defendants  cannot  be  responsible  in  damsMC 
in  this  action,  unless  from  the  evidence  the  jury  shall  find  that 
the  said  change  was  made  .wantonly,  wilfully,  and  maliciously; 
which  instruction  tiie  said  court  gave  as  prayed." 

To  this  there  was  an  exception.  The  jury  of  course  found, 
under  this  instruction,  for  the  defendants. 

a.  H«pe  was  a  change  of  ground  bv  defendants  during  the 
ferial,  BXkA  one  amorned  under  which  the  plaintiff  could  not  be 
<  xpected  to  jwrevail.  It  presented,  in  effect,  a  new  issue,  not 
raised  by  tbe  plea  of  the  ''general  issue.*' 
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b.  It  avoided  the  question  of  the  power  of  the  defendants  to 
regrade,  as  they  had  done,  as  well  as  that  of  bona  fdes^  and 

.threw  upon  the  plaintiff  the  burden  of  proving  matters  essen- 
tially different.  These  matters  relate  not  to  the  right  to  re- 
cover, but  simply  to  the  extent  of  the  recovery.  The  decision, 
in  substance,  was,  that  the  question  of  power  was  not  to  bo 
looked  at,  but  that  the  plaintiff  must  make  proof  that  the  act 
was  done  "wantonly,  wilfully,  and  maliciously."  Under  this 
decision,  if  the  defendants  had  no  power  whatever,  but  had 
been  in  fiwjt  forbidden  by  law  to  do  the  act  complained  of,  they 
might  not  have  acted  wantonly,  wilfully,  or  maliciously.  They 
might  have  mistaken  the  law,  or  never  have  seen  or  heard  of 
it,  or  acted  upon  the  supposition  that  they  might  do  whatever 
they  chose;  and  in  either  of  these  cases  they  would  have 
escaped  all  responsibility,  thus  making  the  plaintiff  sustain  all 
the  loss,  because  of  their  blunders  or  want  of  knowledge.  Such 
a  rule  would  work  mischief  without  end.  It  would  be  a  justi- 
fication of  nearly  or  quite  all  the  acts  of  public  functionaries, 
if  not  of  private  individuals,  of  which  so  much  complaint  has 
been  made.  It  would  justify  courts  and  officers  acting  without 
jurisdiction,  if  they  did  not  act  maliciously.  It  would,  in  ef- 
fect, make  the  right  to  recover,  in  all  cases  of  tort,  depend  upon 
the  motive  which  led  to  its  commission,  and  throw  upon  the 
plaintiff  the  burden  of  proving  that  such  motive  had  its  origin 
m  malice.  A  more  mischievous  rule  of  action  was  never  main- 
tained and  urged  before  a  judicial  tribunal. 

c.  Under  the  instruction,  the  issue  framed  by  the  pleadings 
was  changed.  The  declaration  charged  that  the  defendants 
had  injured  her  property  without  authority  of  law,  and  the 
plea  denied  the  allegation.  The  parties  went  to  trial  upon 
that  issue.  The  court,  on  the  trial,  made  a  different  one,  and 
directed  the  jury  that  they  must  find  three  other  charges  against 
the  defendants  before  the  plaintiff  could  recover: 

1st.  That  the  defendants  had  acted  wantonly — that  is,  wholly 
without  regard  to  restraints  or  consequences. 

2d.  That  they  acted  wilfully — that  is,  obstinately  and  stub- 
bornly wrong,  not  yielding  to  reason ;  but  by  design,  and  vrith 
the  purpose  of  doing  injury. 

3d.  That  they  acted  maliciously — that  is,  with  extreme  en- 
mity of  heart — with  malevolence,  and  with  a  disposition  to 
injure  the  plaintiff  without  cause — ^with  unprovoked  malignity 
or  spite.  A  malicious  injury  has  been  defined  to  be:  "An 
injury  committed  out  of  spite  or  ill-will  against  another;  an 
injury  committed  wantonly,  wilfully,  and  without  cause."  (2 
Burrell  L.  Die,  698;  1  Chit.  Gen.  Pr.,  186.)  Wantonness  u 
•lefined  by  Bouvier  (2  v.  L.  Die,  640)  as  "A  licentious  act  by 
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one  man  towards  the  person  of  another,  without  remrd  to  his 
rights." 

in  changing  the  issne  by  the  charge  of  the  conrt,  the  plain- 
tiff sustained  an  injury;  and  the  judgment  ought  to  be  set 
aside,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Sixth. — The  defendomis  had  no  lawful  auihcrity  to  cut  doxon  the 
street  in  front  of  the  phmtiff'a  hausBy  so  as  to  injure  her  properti/, 
foUhaut  her  eonsenty  mthoui  makina  her  compensation. 

It  is  a  fundamental  rule  of  law,  that  artificial  bodies,  like 
corporations,  can  exercise  no  power  except  such  as  is  expressly 
conferred  upon  them.  fiEead  t?.  Proviaence  Ins.  Co.,  2  Cr., 
121 ;  Mechanics'  Bank  of  Alexandria  v.  Bank  of  Columbia,  5 
Wheat,  826.) 

The  only  power  conferred  upon  the  corporation  of  Wash- 
ington on  this  subject  is  found  in  the  7th  section  of  the  act  of 
May  15th,  1820,  (8  U.  S.  L.,  6687,)  and  is  in  these  words: 

"The  said  corporation  shall  have  full  power  and  authority 
tQ  t  *  *  erect  and  repair  bridges;  to  open  and  keep  in 
repair  streets,  avenues,  lanes,  alleys,  drains,  and  sewers,  agree- 
ably to  the  plan  of  the  city,  to  supply  the  city  with  water,**  &c. 

This  provision  recognises  the  known  historical  fact,  that  at 
an  early  day  there  was  prepared  and  adopted  a  plan  of  the 
city  of  Washington,  wherem  the  streets,  alleys,  lanes,  &c., 
were  drawn,  and  the  grade  of  the  streets  and  avenues  above 
tide  water  accurately  laid  down.  The  elevations  of  the  orig- 
inal grades  are  shown  in  the  diagram  in  this  case,  admitted 
in  the  stipulation,  and  is  proved  by  Cluskey's  testimony. 

The  grades  having  been  previously  established,  the  power 
conferred  in  relation  to  streets  and  avenues  was  "to  open  and 
keep  in  repair,"  and  not  to  grade.  The  intention  of  Congress 
was  to  authorize  the  city  government  to  carry  into  effect  the 
plan  of  the  engineers  who  laid  out  the  city,  and  of  General 
Washington,  wno  approved  of  it.  It  was  not  the  intontion  to 
authorize  that  elaborate  work  to  be  broken  up  and  defeated, 
in  conformity  to  the  caprices  which  might  at  any  time  spring 
into  existence  in  the  city  government.  Hence  the  limitation 
of  the  power  conferred.  It  neither  authorizes  the  opening  a 
street,  nor  fixing  its  grade,  but  permits  opening  "  agreeably  to 
the  plan  of  tie  city,"  which  contained  the  grade  of  every 
street,  avenue,  &c.  The  city  cannot  lay  out  a  new  street,  nor 
fix  the  grade  of  an  old  one.  Its  power  does  not  extend  -to 
either. 

But  the  charter  does  authorize  the  city  ^^to  cause  now  alloys 
to  be  opened  through  the  squares,  and  to  extend  those  alreaay 
laid  out,  upon  the  application  of  the  owners  of  more  than  one- 
half  of  the  property  in  such  squares.'*     (Sec.  8,  p.  587.) 
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But  thie  oan  only  be  done  by  paying  those  injured  the  losses 
they  sustain,  which  is  to  be  collected  of  those  whose  property 
shall  be  benefited,  as  equity  and  j  ustice  require.  This  provision 
in  relation  to  laues  shows  that  Congress  did  not  intend  to  arm 
the  city  with  the  power  of  injuring  the  property  of  individuals, 
without  requiring  it  to  make  just  compensation. 

This  law  is  entirely  different  from  the  Georgetown  act,  con- 
strued in  Gosler  v.  The  Corporation  of  Georgetown,  6  Wheat., 
598.  The  Legislature  conferred  upon  the  corporation  of  George- 
town "full  power  and  authority  to  make  such  by-laws  and 
ordinances,  for  the  graduation  and  levelling  of  the  streets,  lanes, 
and  alleys,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  same  town,  as  they 
may  judge  necessary  for  the  benefit  thereof 

Under  this  provision,  a  by-law  was  passed  to  grade  the  streets, 
m  which  it  was  declared  that  forever  thereafter  the  grade  thus 
established  should  be  regarded  in  making  improvements  in  the 
streets.  Subsequently,  the  corporation  passed  a  new  law,  chang- 
ing the  grade.  The  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  injured  by  tlie 
change,  and  brought  suit  upon  the  ground  that  the  corporation 
had,  by  the  first  law,  contracted  not  to  disturb  the  first  grade. 
The  court  held  that  it  was  not  a  compact,  and  that  the  power 
to  make  by-laws  and  ordinances  was  a  continuing  power.  Miur- 
shalU  C.  /.,  said: 

"The  power  is  not  Ho  graduate  and  level  the  streets,'  or '  to 
make  a  by-law  for  the  graduation  and  levelling  of  the  streets ;  * 
but  'to  make  such  by-laws  and  ordinances  for  the  graduation 
and  levelling  of  the  streets,'  &c.,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  t!ie 
same  town,  as  they  may  judge  necessary  for  the  benefit  thereoJ ." 

He  placed  the  decision  upon  the  ground,  that  the  corporation 
was  clothed  with  power  to  act,  when  they  judged  it  to  be  neces- 
sary for  the  benefit  of  the  town. 

The  power  in  that  case  was  necessarily  a  continuing  power, 
to  be  exercised  when  the  corporation  thought  necessary.  There 
was  no  limitation  as  in  this  case.  It  is  clear  that  the  Chief 
Justice  was  of  opinion,  that  if  the  power  had  been  to  "  grade 
and  level,"  or  to  make  a  by-law  for  doing  so,  it  would  not  have 
been  a  continuing  power. 

In  the  present  case,  there  being  no  express  power  to  grade 
streets,  it  is  claimed  that  the  authority  to  open  streets  not  only 
coni)M*8  that  power,  but  that  it  continues,  and  may  be  exercised 
without  limit,  except  upon  proof  of  malice.  But  the  power  to 
open  is  not  a  continuing  power,  because  when  ^nce  opened  a 
street  cannot  be  opened  again.  The  power  to  repair  uoes  not 
include  that  of  establishing  a  new  grade.  That  tenn  means 
simply  to  restore  what  has  been  ii^ured  to  it£  ori^iJ  ooadi- 
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Hon.  Bouvier  (2  v.  L.  Die,  447)  says,  that  "repairs"  meant 
"that  work  which  is  done  to  an  estate  to  keep  it  in  good  order.*' 

It  is  clear,  that  when  a  street  is  once  opened  it  cannot  be  re* 
graded  under  the  power  to  open,  and  that  under  the  authority 
to  repair  nothing  can  be  done  but  to  restore  it  to  its  original 
condition. 

But  if  the  power  to  open  authorized  the  grading,  when  it  was 
once  exercised  the  power  would  be  exhausted,  and  could  not 
be  exercised  a  second  time. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  referred  also  to  the  fol* 
lowinff  authorities : 

1.  On  the  power  of  the  President  to  fix  the  grades  of  tho 
streets.  (1  vol.  Opin.  of  Atty's  Gen.,  868, 416;  Burch's  Dig.  of 
Atty's  Gen.,  881 ;  Act  of  Congress  of  1861,  9  Stat,  at  L.,  614; 
Act  of  1862,  10  Stat,  at  L.,  92!) 

2.  Oases  on  the  right  of  action  on  the  ground  of  responsi- 
bility. (RoUes  Rep.,  48;  1  Cramp,  and  Jar.,  20;  9  Bam.  and 
Ores.,  705;  16  East,  215;  2  Barn,  and  Ores.,  708;  6  Bam.  and 
Ad.,  887;  6  Taun.,  28;  8  Burgh.  N.  C,  468;  Selw.  N.  P.,  241; 
8  Bam.  and  Ad.,  875.) 

Mr.  OarUsUy  for  defendant  in  error,  maintained  that  the  action 
of  the  court  below,  in  granting  or  refusing  instructions,  de- 
pended on  the  following  propositions : 

L  The  corporation  of  Washington  had  power,  under  its  char* 
ter,  to  regrade  this  street.  Its  power  in  this  respect  is  a  con- 
tinuing power,  to  be  exercised,  toties  quoHes^  as  the  public  con- 
yenience  may  require.  (Gorzler  v.  The  Corporation  of  George- 
town, 6  Wheat.,  593 ;  Act  of  Assembly  of  Md.,  1797,  ch.  56,  sec, 
6;  Van  BTess  and  ux.  v.  The  U.  S.  and  Corporation  of  Wash- 
in^n,  4  Pet,  280;  Char,  of  1820,  8  Stat,  at  L.,  587.) 

IL  The  corporation  had  no  power,  even  by  an  express  ordi- 
nance, or  contract  in  any  form,  to  bind  itself  not  to  change  or 
alter  the  grade  of  the  street,  even  if  such  grade  should  be,  by 
the  same  ordinance  or  contract,  or  in  any  other  manner,  eetab- 
lished.  And  it  follows,  of  course,  that  there  can  be  no  im- 
plied contract,  such  as  is  imputed  to  the  corporation,  in  the 
premises.  The  plaintiff  could  not  have  acquired  any  right,  hj 
convention,  grant,  prescription,  or  contract,  express  or  implied, 
to  have  the  old  grade  of  the  street  maintained. 

This  follows  from  the  preceding  point,  and  is  sustained  by 
tke  same  reason  and  authorities. 

m.  The  case  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  one  of  mere 

dammim  absque  injuria.    It  shows  no  invasion  of  any  right,  but 

dimply  a  damage  resulting  from  the  bona  fide  and  careral  exer- 

eisQ  of  a  lawful  authority  for  the  public  good.     The  supposed 
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right  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  invasion  of  which  she  complains, 
is  a  right  ex  jure  naturce  to  build  a  house  on  the  top  of  a  hill  in 
the  midst  of  a  city,  and  to  require  the  city  to  conform  perpetu- 
ally to  her  convenience,  at  the  expense  of  the  convenience  of 
everybody  else;  a  right  to  keep  a  nuisance;  to  insist  on  an 
impracticable  grade  of  a  public  street;  to  destroy  the  value  of 
all  the  surrounding  lots  of  ground,  in  order  that  she  m&j  have 
more  convenient  access  to  the  house  so  built.  But  if,  m  any 
case,  such  right,  ex  jure  naturce,  could  be  maintained,  certainly 
it  does  not  exist  in  the  city  of  Washington,  where  all  titles  to 
city  lots  are  held  from  a  common  source,  and  subject  to  com- 
mon conditions  and  liabilities ;  the  original  proprietors  having 
conveyed  their  lands  to  trustees  "to  be  laid  out  for  a  federal 
city,  with  such  streets,  &c.,  as  the  President  of  the  United 
States  for  the  time  being  shall  approve."  (Burch's  Digest, 
881 ;  4  Peters,  288.)  The  plaintiff  was  simply  the  owner  of  a 
city  lot,  as  such. 

That  no  action  lies  in  such  case,  results  from  the  fact  that  no 
injury,  no  violation  of  her  right,  has  occurred.  (4  D.  and  E., 
794,  Governor,  &c.,  v.  Meredith;  8  Cow.,  146,  Lansing  v. 
Smith;  1  Denio,  695,  Wilson  v.  The  Mayor,  &c.;  1  Am.  Law 
ELeg.y  550,  Woodfolk  v.  Nashville  Co.,  by  the  Sup.  Court  of 
Tenn.;  12  Mo.  Rep.,  418,  St.  Louis  v.  Gumo;  9  Watts,  882, 
Green  v.  Borough  of  Reading;  18  Penn.,  187,  O'Connor  v. 
Pittsburg;  29  Miss.,  87,  Withers  v.  Commissioners,  &;c. 

Mr.  Justice  GRLBR  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
The  declaration  in  this  case  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  owner  of  a  lot  in  the  city  of  Washington,  fronting 
on  K  street;  that  this  street  was  opened  in  front  of  her  lot  in 
the  year  1881,  and  became  a  travelled  street;  that  a  wall  had 
been  erected  in  front  of  the  lot,  to  protect  it;  that  shade  trees 
had  been  planted  in  front  it;  that  a  sidewalk  had  been  laid; 
"that  defendants  unlawfully,  wronefuUy,  and  injuriously,"  cut  i 

down  the  shade  trees,  took  down  me  wall,  removed  the  pave-  I 

ment,  and  dug  down  the  street  in  front  of  the  premises,  tnere-  i 

by  obstructing  and  injuring  the  in^ess  and  egress  to  plaintiff's  ; 

lot  and  the  buildings  thereon — injuring  their  value,  depriving 
her  of  the  shade  and  ornament  of  the  trees,  and  compelling  ' 

her  to  pay  large  sums  of  money  to  enable  her  to  use  ana 
occupy  her  house. 

It  must  be  observed  that  the  gravamen  of  this  case  is  not  a 
trespass  on  the  property  of  the  plaintiff^  or  the  taking  down  a  ' 

wall  or  removing  shade  trees  thereon ;  nor  the  erection  of  a  J 

nuisance  on  the  public  highway;  nor  a  wilful,  malicious,  or  ' 

oppressive  abuse  of  authority,  in  order  to  injure  the  plaintiff.  ( 

I 

i 
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But  the  declaration  charges  that  these  acts  of  defendants,  in 
redacing  the  level  of  the  street,  removing  trees,  pavement,  &c., 
were  done  "unlawfully,  wrongfully,  and  injuriously." 

On  the  pleadings  and  evidence  in  the  case,  the  only  ques- 
tions of  law  that  did  or  could  arise  on  it,  were — 

1st.  Whether  the  corporation,  defendant,  had  power  to 
change  the  ^rade  of  the  street,  or  acted  "unlawfully  and 
wrongfully'*  in  so  doing;  and, 

2d.  If  the  act  was  lawful,  were  the  defendants  bound  to 
compensate  the  plaintiff  for  the  injurious  consequences  to  her 
property? 

1.  First,  then,  as  to  the  authority  of  the  corporation. 

It  is  unnecessary,  in  the  consideration  of  this  point,  to  recur 
to  the  early  history  of  the  foundation  of  the  city  of  Washing- 
ton; suffice  to  say,  the  land  was  originally  conveyed  to  trus- 
tees, "to  be  laid  out  as  a  federal  city,  with  such  streets,  &c., 
as  the  President  shall  approve."  It  has  been  so  laid  out,  and 
the  streets  dedicated  to  the  public.  As  in  all  other  cities  and 
towns,  the  legal  title  to  the  public  streets  is  vested  in  the  sov- 
ereign, as  trustee  for  the  public;  and  consequently  in  this  Dis- 
trict they  can  be  regulated  only  by  Conffress,  directly,  or  by 
such  individuals  or  corporations  as  are  authorized  by  Congress. 

The  act  to  incorporate  the  city  of  Washington,  passed  May 
15th,  1820,  among  other  specific  powers  and  duties  enumerated 
in  the  seventh  section,  has  the  following:  "  To  open  and  keep 
in  repair  streets,  avenues,  lanes,  alleys,  &c.,  &;c.,  agreeably  to 
the  plan  of  the  city." 

It  has  been  contended  that  this  power,  "to  open  and  ko^f* 
in  repair,"  does  not  include  the  power  to  alter  the  grade  or 
change  the  level  of  the  land  on  which  the  streets,  by  the  plan 
of  the  city,  are  laid  out. 

But  we  think  such  a  construction  of  this  clause  of  the  charter 
is  entirely  too  narrow,  and  cannot  be  supported  as  consonant 
either  with  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  statute.  It  is  the  evident 
intention  and  policy  of  this  statute  to  commit  to  this  corpora- 
tion, as  a  municipal  organ  of  government,  whose  members  are 
chosen  by  the  citizens,  the  care,  supervision,  and  general  regu- 
lation of  the  streets,  as  in  other  cities  and  borougns. 

Where  sums  of  money  have  been  specially  voted  by  Con- 
gress for  the  improvement  of  the  city,  it  is  usual  to  order  it  to 
be  expended  under  the  supervision  of  the  President.  But  no 
inference  can  be  drawn  from  such  legislation,  that  ConnesB 
intended  to  retain  the  whole  police  and  regulation  of  the 
streets  to  itself,  so  as  to  require  a  special  act  to  alter  the  grade 
of  a  street,  or  that  the  President,  in  addition  to  his  other  daties, 
has  imposed  on  him  that  of  street  commissioner  of  Washing- 
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ton.  The  city  corporation  has  the  trust  confided  to  them,  and 
the  duty  imposed  upon  them,  not  only  of  opening  the  streets 
of  Washington,  but  of  "keeping  them  in  repair." 

Streets  cannot  be  opened  and  kept  in  repair,  or  made  safe 
or  convenient  for  public  use,  without  being  made  level,  or  as 
nearly  so  as  the  nature  of  the  ground  will  permit  Hills  must 
be  cut  down  and  hollows  filled  up,  or,  in  other  words,  the  road 
must  be  ^^ graded'*  or  "reduced  to  a  certain  degree  of  ascent  or 
descent;"  which  is  the  proper  definition  of  the  verb  "to 
grade."  If  the  duty  imposed  on  the  corporation  requires  this 
to  be  done,  the  power  must  be  coextensive  with  the  duty.  If 
charged  with  neglect  of  tiieir  duty,  as  public  officers  bound  to 
keep  the  streets  in  repair,  it  would  not  be  a  sufficient  excuse 
to  allege  that  the  fences  and  obstructions  are  removed,  and 
therefore  the  street  is  "opened,"  or  that  it  has  been  kept  in 
as  ffood  "repair"  as  it  was  found. 

A  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  would  probably  not  receive  a 
defence  founded  on  such  astute  philological  criticism  of  the 
terms  of  the  statute.  Nor  could  the  allegation  be  admitted, 
that  having  once  fixed  a  grade,  which  is  now  found  improper 
and  insufficient,  the  corporation  has  exhausted  its  power,  and 
has  no  authority  to  change  the  level  or  grade,  in  order  to  keep 
the  street  in  repair.  As  tiie  duty  is  a  continuing  one,  so  is 
the  power  necessary  to  perform  it. 

2.  Having  performed  this  trust,  confided  to  them  by  the  law. 
According  to  the  best  of  their  judgment  and  discretion,  without 
exceeding  the  jurisdiction  and  authority  vested  in  them  as 
agents  of  the  public,  and  on  land  dedicated  to  public  use  for 
the  purposes  of  a  highway,  they  have  not  acted  "  unlawfully 
or  wroni^fully,"  as  charged  in  the  declaration.  They  have  not 
tres[  aased  on  the  plaintiff's  property,  nor  erected  a  nuisance 
iiyurious  to  it,  aud  are,  consequentiy,  not  liable  to  damages 
where  they  have  committed  no  wrong,  but  have  fulfilled  a 
duty  imposed  on  them  by  law  as  agents  of  the  public.  The 
plaintifi;*  may  have  suffered  inconvenience  and  been  put  to  ex- 
pense in  consequence  of  such  action ;  yet,  as  the  act  of  defend- 
ants is  not  "unlawful  or  wrongful,"  they  are  not  bound  to 
make  any  recompense.  It  is  what  the  law  styles  ^^  damnum 
cAsque  injuria.**  rrivate  interests  must  yield  to  public  accom- 
modation; one  cannot  build  his  house  on  the  top  of  a  hill  in 
the  midst  of  a  city,  and  require  the  grade  of  the  street  to  con- 
form to  his  convenience,  at  the  expense  of  that  of  the  public. 

The  law  on  this  subject  is  well  settled,  both  in  England  and 
this  country.  The  cases  are  too  numerous  for  quotation ;  a 
reference  to  one  or  two  more  immediately  applicable  to  the 
questions  arising  in  this  case  will  be  sufficient. 
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In  Callender  v.  Marsh,  (1  Pick.,  417,^  the  defendant,  as  aur- 
Teyor  of  the  highways,  was  charged  witn  digging  down  a  street 
in  Boston,  so  as  to  lay  bare  the  foundations  of  plaintiff's  house, 
and  endanger  its  falhng.  The  authority  under  which  he  acted 
was  given  by  a  statute  which  required  "that  all  highways, 
town  ways,  &c.,  should  be  kept  in  repair  and  ammded  from  time 
to  time,  that  the  same  may  be  safe  and  convenient  for  travel- 
lers." "This  very  general  and  exclusive  authority,"  say  the 
court,  "  would  seem  to  include  everything  which  may  be  needed 
towards  making  the  ways  perfect  and  complete,  either  by  lev- 
elling them  where  they  are  uneven  and  difficult  of  ascent,  or 
raising  them  where  they  should  be  sunken  and  miry."  It  was 
held,  also,  that  the  law  does  not  ^ve  a  right  to  compensation 
for  an  indirect  or  consequential  damage  or  expense,  resulting 
from  a  right  use  of  property  belonging  to  the  public. 

In  Green  v.  The  Borough  of  Reading,  (9  Watts,  282.) 

The  defendants,  by  virtue  of  their  authori^  to  ^^  improve  ana 
rqpavTy"  CTaded  the  street  in  front  of  plaintiff's  house  five  feet 
higher  than  it  had  been  before,  and  it  was  held  that  the  cor- 
poration was  not  liable  to  an  action  for  any  consequential  in- 
jury to  plaintiff's  property,  by  reason  of  such  improvement  or 
change  of  grade  in  the  public  street. 

In  the  case  of  O'Connor  v.  Pittsburff,  (18  Penn.  Rep.,  187,) 
a  church  had  been  built  accordinff  to  tne  direction  of  the  city 
regulator,  had  by  a  ^ade  established  in  1829.  Afterwards,  in 
pursuance  of  an  ordmance,  the  grade  of  the  street  was  reduced 
seventeen  feet;  the  church  had  to  be  taken  down  and  rebuilt 
on  a  lower  foundation,  at  a  damage  of  $4,000.  The  authority 
given  to  the  city  was  "to  improm,  repair ^  aand  keep  in  order  tfu. 
Btreets^''  Ac. 

The  court  sav,  "We  had  this  case  reargued,  in  order  to  dis- 
cover, if  possible,  some  way  to  relieve  the  plaintiff  consistently 
with  law,  but  grieve  to  sav  we  can  find  none.  The  law  is  set- 
tled, not  only  in  Pennsylvania,  but  by  every  decision  in  the 
sister  States,  except  one." 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  instructions  given  bj 
the  court  below  on  these  points  were  correct,  and  affirm  their 
judgment. 


JoBBPH  H.  Ltok,  Plaintiff  in  Ebroe,  v.  John  Bbbtram,  Albz- 

ANDBR  H.  TWOMBLY,  AND  EdWIN  LaMSON. 

Wliere  there  was  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a  carg^o  of  floor,  and  a  portfoD  of 
'*  was  deliyered,  paid  for,  and  nsed  bj  the  purchaser,  he  cannot  repndiate  tho 
.vttsract,  opon  the  ground  that  the  brand  upon  the  flour  was  not  that  for  wUeli 
he  contracted. 

'^e  cases  npon  this  point  ej»£alrsd. 


150  SUPREME  COURT. 


Xffon  T.  Bertram  et  al 


Where  the  statute  of  limitations  imposes  a  bar  apon  certain  species  of  contracts  after 
three  years,  and  upon  others  after  two  years,  and  the  plea  did  not  show  that  the 
contract  in  qaestion  was  of  the  latter  class,  the  plea  was  bad. 

The  laws  of  California  require  that  actions  shall  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the 
real  party  in  interest,  and  that  all  parties  having  an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the 
action  may  be  joined.  So  that  this  statute  is  complied  with,  it  is  not  a  fatal 
objection  that  the  respectiye  interests  of  parties  jomtiy  concerned  are  not  accu- 
rately set  forth. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  California. 
The  facts  are  particularly  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  arffued  by  Mr.  Brent  and  Mr.  Poe  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  and  Mr.  Fessenden  for  the  defendants. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  after  stating  their  ob- 
jections to  the  pleadings  in  the  case,  and  also  those  which 
were  founded  on  the  statute  of  limitations  in  California,  con- 
tended that  this  was  not  an  entire  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
the  whole  cargo,  but  only  for  so  much  of  it  as  was  branded 
Haxall;  that  the  description  of  the  quality  was  material;  that 
Lvon,  if  had  chosen,  could  have  declined  to  receive  any  part 
01  the  carffo;  that  the  acceptance  of  a  part,  under  the  circum- 
stances, did  not  affect  his  right  to  repudiate  the  residue. 

Mr.  Fessenden  contended  that  the  contract  was  entire ;  that  it 
was  an  executed  contract;  that  the  term  Haxall  was  descriptive 
merely,  and  not  material;  that  if  it  was  material,  then  it  was 
an  express  warranty  upon  which  the  purchaser  must  rely,  with- 
out rescinding  the  contract;  and  that  the  acceptance  of  a  part 
was  an  acceptance  of  the  whole. 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  suit  was  commenced  by  the  defendants  in  error,  to  re- 
cover the  price  for  a  car^o  of  flour,  bargained  and  sold  to  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco.  The  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  was  rendered  upon  a  special  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs  in  that  court.  The  verdict  finds  that  on 
the  18th  January,  1853,  the  plaintiflfe,  and  Flint,  Peabody,  &; 
Co.,  were,  jointly,  the  owners  of  a  carffo  of  flour,  consisting 
of  two  thousand  barrels,  branded,  and  which  were  in  fact  Gal- 
lego,  then  being  on  the  barque  Ork,  lying  at  a  public  wharf  in 
San  Francisco,  and  composing  its  entire  cargo  of  flour,  which 
inspected  1,771  barrels  superfine,  and  229  bad. 

The  firm  of  Flint,  Peabody,  &  Co.,  as  agents  and  part  own- 
ers, on  the  day  aforesaid,  concluded  the  following  agreement 
^th  the  defendant: 
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San  Francisco,  January  18, 1858. 

Sold  this  daj  to  Joseph  H.  Lyon,  Esq.,  a  cargo  of  Ilaxall 
flour,  now  on  board  the  barque  Ork,  lying  in  this  harbor,  being 
about  two  thousand  barrels,  on  the  following  terms  and  condi- 
tions, viz :  Joseph  H.  Lyon,  Esq.,  agrees  to  pay  Messrs.  Flint, 
Peabody,  &  Co.,  thirty  dollars  per  barrel  for  such  as  shall  in- 
spect superfine,  and  twenty-seven  dollars  per  barrel  for  such 
as  shall  inspect  bad ;  payment  to  be  made  as  it  may  be  de- 
livered, and  to  be  received  and  paid  for  on  or  before  the  expira- 
tion of  three  weeks  from  date. 

If  Messrs.  Flint,  Peabody,  &  Co.,  elect,  they  can  land  and 
store  the  flour  at  the  expiration  of  one  week,  or  so  much  as 
may  remain  on  board  at  that  time,  Mr.  Lvon  paying  storage 
and  drayago  expenses.  J.  H.  Lton. 

Flint,  Peabody,  &;  Co. 

On  the  25th  January,  1863,  the  defendant  applied  to  Flint, 
Peabody,  &;  Co.,  for  fifty  barrels  of  flour,  so  purchased  by  him, 
by  a  written  order,  as  follows : 

San  Francisco,  Janvary  25,  1858. 
Messrs.  Flint,  Peabody,  k  Co.,  will  please  deliver  Mr.  Wil- 
liam R.  Gorham,  or  bearer,  fifty  barrels  of  flour,  out  of  the  lot 
purchased  from  the  ship  Ork,  and  oblige  J.  H.  Lyon. 

Paying  them  therefor  the  contract  price,  amounting  to  the 
sum  ot  $1,500,  and  received  from  FJint,  Peabody,  k  Co.,  the 
following  order: 

San  Francisco,  Janvary  25, 1858. 
Captain  of  Barque  Ork :  Please  deliver  the  bearer  fifty  barrels 
superflne  flour,  and  oblige  Flint,  Pbabody,  &;  Co. 

Fifty  barrels  of  Gallego  flour,  inspecting  superfine,  being 
part  of  said  cargo  of  fiour  on  board  the  barque  Ork,  was  deliv- 
ered from  the  barque  to  William  R.  Gorham,  a  baker,  to  whom 
the  defendant  had  sold  and  transferred  the  delivery  order  and 
the  said  fiour.  When  the  order  was  made  for  William  R.  Gor- 
ham, the  defendant  represented  that  the  fiour  was  Haxall.  On 
the  29th  January,  1858,  the  defendant  sold  tc  Dunne  &;  Co.  fifty 
barrels  of  fiour,  which  he  represented  to  be  Haxall,  and  gave 
the  following  order,  bearing  date  on  that  day: 

Messrs.  Grey  k  Doane  will  please  deliver  Messrs.  Dunne  k 
Co.  fifty  barrels  of  Haxall  fiour  fi*om  Ork.  J.  H.  Lyon. 

The  said  Dunne  &  Co.,  on  discovering  that  the  flour  was  not 
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Haxall,  but  Qallego,  refused  to  take  it,  and  so  notified  the  de- 
fendant. On  the  Slst  of  January,  1868,  the  defendant  made 
farther  application  for  one  hundred  barrels  of  flour,  being  part 
of  the  flour  so  purchased  as  aforesaid,  and  ^ave  his  check  on 
his  bankers  for  the  price,  and  received  the  mllowing  delivery 
order  from  Flint,  Peabody,  4;  Co.,  bearing  that  datel 

Oapt  Hatchings,  Barmie  Oak:  Please  deliver  to  J.  H.  Lyon, 
or  to  the  order  of  Grey  \  Doane,  one  hundred  barrels  superfine 
flour,  and  oblige,  &c. 

The  check  was  not  paid  on  presentation.  Upon  the  refusal 
of  Dunne  &  Co.  to  take  the  flour,  the  defendant,  on  learning  the 
fiwjt,  notified  the  plaintifls  that  he  would  not  take  the  flour,  and 
countermanded  the  payment  of  the  check  he  had  given  for  the 
one  hundred  barrels  last  mentioned. 

On  the  8d  of  February,  1853,  the  plaintiffs  informed  the  de- 
fendant that  they  were  prepared  to  deliver  the  remainder  of 
the  cargo,  and  requested  the  defendant  to  receive  it.  And  sub- 
sequently, on  the  same  day,  they  addressed  him  a  note,  in  which 
they  advised  him  they  would  sell  the  flour  on  the  6th  February, 
at  public  auction,  for  his  account,  and  would  hold  him  respon- 
sible for  the  difference  there  might  be  in  the  net  proceeds  of 
the  proposed  sale  and  the  contract  price,  and  for  charges  and 
expenses,  he  (Lyon)  having  declined  to  take  the  flour  under  the 
contract.  All  the  flour  on  the  barque  was  of  the  brand  known 
as  Gtallego,  and  the  barrels  were  branded  Galle^o  in  printed 
characters  from  two  to  two  and  one-half  inches  in  length,  on 
both  heads.  In  the  opinion  of  some  experts,  there  existed  no 
difference  in  the  quality  or  jprice  of  the  flour  of  either  brand, 
(Haxall  and  Gallego,)  each  inspecting  superfine;  but^  in  the 
opinion  of  other  experts,  there  was  a  difiference,  some  prefer- 
nng  the  one  brand  and  some  the  other. 

Subsequently  to  the  sale,  and  up  to  and  including  the  28th 
January,  1853,  Gallego  and  Haxall  flour  had  advanced  to  $35 
per  barrel  in  San  Francisco;  and  between  that  and  the  5th  of 
February  the  price  of  both  declined  to  $18  per  barrel.  On  the 
6th  of  February  the  plaintiflfs  caused  the  remainder  of  the  carffo 
to  be  sold  at  public  auction,  according  to  their  notice  to  the 
defendant,  for  his  account,  and  at  a  great  reduction  of  price. 
The  verdict  does  not  find  any  fact  to  impugn  the  fairness  of 
this  sale.  Before  this  suit  was  commenced,  Flint,  P^abodv,  4 
Co.,  assigned  their  interest  in  this  suit  to  the  plaintiflEa,  of  which 
the  defendant  had  notice. 

The  verdict  is  silent  in  reference  to  the  negotiations  that 
preceded  the  contract,  and  does  not  inform  us  whether  the 
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cargo  was  at  any  time  visible  to  the  defendant;  nor  does  rt  dis- 
criminate with  exactness  the  qualities  of  Haxall  and  Gallego 
flour,  or  affirm  that  there  is  any  specific  difference  between  them. 

It  is  evident,  from  the  verdict,  that  the  error  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  cargo  did  not  bear  on  the  substance,  or  on  any  sub- 
stantial quality  of  the  subject  of  the  sale.  The  subject  of  the 
sale  was  a  cargo  of  flour  of  about  two  thousand  barrels,  on 
board  of  a  vessel  lying  at  a  wharf  in  the  city ;  of  a  quality  to  be 
ascertained  by  an  inspection ;  and  from  that  inspeotion,  and  not 
from  the  brand,  the  price  was  to  be  ascertained.  The  brands 
Haxall  and  Gallego  are  understood  to  refer  to  different  mills  in 
Richmond,  Virginia,  at  which  flour  is  manufactured.  The  ver- 
dict sufficiently  determines  that  the  difference  between  them  in 
the  market  of  San  Francisco  is  inappreciable,  at  least  by  the 
mass  of  purchasers  and  consumers.  The  case  clearly  does  not 
belong  to  that  class  in  which  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract 
was  of  a  nature  wholly  different  from  that  concerning  which 
the  parties  to  the  contract  made  their  engagements.  The  brand 
on  the  exterior  of  the  barrels  of  flour  was  certainly  not  of  the 
substance  of  the  contract  (Young  v.  Cole,  3  Bing.  K  C,  724; 
Gompertz  v.  Bartlett,  2  Ell.  and  B.,  19  Verm.  R.,  202.) 

The  defendant  does  not  resist  the  fulfilment  of  his  agreement 
for  any  fraud;  nor  does  the  verdict  impute  any  maixi  files  to  the 
plaintiff. 

The  case  rests  upon  these  fistcts.  There  was  a  sale  of  a  cargo 
of  flour,  at  a  price  dependent  upon  the  fact  whether  the  com- 
ponent parts  inspected  superfine  or  bad,  which  was  described 
as  of  one  brand,  but  which  proved  to  be  of  another.  There 
was  no  material  difference  in  the  credit  of  the  brands,  and  the 
market  price  of  the  fiour  was  but  little  affected  by  the  question 
whether  the  brand  was  of  the  one  or  the  other  mill. 

A  portion  of  the  flour  has  been  delivered  to,  and  paid  for, 
and  consumed  by,  the  defendant.  He  made  no  offer  to  return 
this  flour.  The  flour  remained  in  the  Ork  from  the  18th  of 
January  till  the  31st  of  January,  subject  to  the  exigencies  of 
the  contract.  During  that  period,  there  was  no  complaint  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant.  From  the  28th  of  January  till  the 
6th  of  February,  when  the  refusal  to  accept  the  remainder  of 
the  flour  and  the  sale  of  it  on  account  took  place,  the  price  of 
flour  was  steadily  declining. 

It  may  be  admitted  that  me  description  of  the  flour  as  Haxall 
imported  a  warranty  that  it  was  manufactured  at  mills  which 
used  ttuit  brand;  and  that  the  purchaser  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  recover  the  amount  of  difference  in  the  value  of  that 
and  an  inferior  brand.  (Powell  v.  Horton,  2  Bing.  N.  C,  668; 
Heoflhaw  t.  Robbina,  9  Met,  83.) 
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But  it  cannot  be  admitted  that  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to 
abandon  this  contract. 

In  the  note  to  Cutter  v.  Powell,  in  Smith's  Leading  Cases, 
the  annotator  says:  "It  is  settled,  by  Street  v.  Blay,  and  Poul- 
ton  V.  Lattimore,  where  an  article  is  warranted,  and  the  war- 
ranty is  not  complied  with,  the  vendee  has  three  courses,  any 
one  of  which  he  may  pursue.  !•  He  may  refuse  to  receive 
the  article  at  all.  2.  He  may  receive  it,  and  bring  a  cross 
action  for  the  breach  of  the  warranty.  8.  He  may,  without 
bringing  a  cross  action,  use  the  breach  of  warranty  in  reduc- 
tion of  damages  in  an  action  brought  by  the  vendor  for  the 
price."  The  annotator  proceeds  to  say,  "that  it  was  once 
thought,  and,  indeed,  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  Curtis  v, 
Hanney,  8  Esp.,  83,  that  he  might,  on  discovering  the  breach 
of  warranty,  rescind  the  contract,  return  the  chattel,  and,  if  he 
had  paid  tne  price,  recover  it  back.  This  doctrine,  which  was 
opposed  to  Weston  v.  Downes,  Doug.,  28,  is  overruled  by 
Street  v.  Blay,  2  B.  and  Adol.,  and  Gompertz  v.  Denton,  1  C. 
and  Mee.,  205;  and  it  is  clear  that,  though  the  non-compliance 
with  the  warranty  will  justify  him  in  refusing  to  receive  the 
chattel,  it  will  not  justify  him  in  returning  it,  and  suing  to  re- 
cover back  the  price.*' 

The  second  and  third  propositions  of  this  learned  author  are 
indisputable,  and  have  received  the  sanction  of  this  court. 
Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12  Wheat.,  183,  as  modified  by  Withers  v. 
Greene,  9  How.  S.  C.  R.,  218.  The  first  proposition,  concern- 
ing the  right  of  the  purchaser  to  reject  the  article  because  it 
varies  from  the  warranty,  is  an  open  question.  In  Dawson  v. 
CoUjus,  10  C.  B.  R,,  527,  (70  E.  0.  L.  R.,)  the  judges  dissent 
from  it  The  Chief  Justice  ex]pressed  his  favor  for  the  conclu- 
sion, "that  the  buyer  has  no  right  to  repudiate  the  article," 
because  it  did  not  correspond  to  the  warranty ;  and  Cresswell, 
Justice,  said,  "Where  the  rule  is  of  an  individual  and  specific 
thing,  the  vendee  can  only  defend  himself,  altogether,  against 
an  action  for  not  accepting  it,  if  the  thing  be  utterly  worthless, 
as  in  Poulton  and  Lattimore ;  or,  in  part,  by  giving  the  breach 
of  warranty  in  evidence  in  reduction  of  damages.  *  And  this 
corresponds  with  the  conclusions  of  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12  Wheat.,  188,  where  very  similar  lan- 
guage is  used. 

But  while  the  first  proposition  of  the  note  in  the  Leading 
Cases  is  a  matter  of  dispute,  there  is  none  in  respect  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  purchaser  who  has  received  and  used  the 
article,  and  derived  a  benefit  from  it,  caniiot  then  rescind  the 
contract.  This  principle  is  stated  in  Hunt  v.  Silk,  5  East.,  449, 
in  which  Lord  EUenborough  says:    "Where  a  contract  is  to 
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be  rescinded  at  all,  it  mnst  be  rescinded  in  toto,  and  the  par> 
ties  put  in  statu  quo"  And,  "if  the  plaintiff  might  occupy  the 
premises  two  days  beyond  the  time  when  the  repairs  were  to 
have  been  done  and  the  lease  executed,  and  yet  rescind  the 
contract,  why  might  he  not  rescind  it  after  a  twelvemonth  on 
the  same  account?  This  objection  cannot  be  gotten  rid  of. 
The  parties  cannot  be  put  m  statu  auo.'*  In  Perlev  v.  Balch,  28 
Pick.,  the  same  principle  is  appliea  to  contracts  of  sale  of  chat- 
tels. The  court  say:  "The purchaser  cannot  rescind  the  con- 
tract, and  yet  retain  any  portion  of  the  consideration.  The 
only  exception  is,  where  the  property  is  entirely  worthless  to 
bom  parties.  The  purchasers  cannot  derive  any  benefit  from 
the  purchase,  and  yet  rescind  the  contract.  It  must  be  nulli- 
fied in  toto  or  not  at  all.  It  cannot  be  rescinded  in  part  and 
enforced  in  part.*'  In  Burnett  v.  Stanton,  2  Ala.  R.,  183,  the 
court  say:  "A  contract  cannot  be  rescinded  without  mutual 
consent,  when  circumstances  have  been  so  altered  by  a  part  ex- 
ecution that  the  parties  cannot  be  put  in  statu  quo;  for  if  it  be 
rescinded  at  all,  it  must  be  rescinded  in  toto.*'  To  the  same 
effect  is  Christy  v.  Cummins,  3  McLean  R.,  386;  2  Hill  N.  T. 
R,  288,  per  C.  J.  Nelson;  Kase  v.  John,  10  Watts,  107.  In 
Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12  Wheat.,  183,  this  court  say:  "That  if 
the  sale  of  a  chattel  be  absolute,  and  there  be  no  subsequent 
agreement  or  consent  of  the  vendor  to  take  back  the  article, 
the  contract  remains  open,  and  the  vendee  is  put  to  his  action 
upon  the  warranty,  unless  it  be  proved  that  the  voudor  knew 
of  the  unsoundness  of  the  article,  and  the  vendee  tendered  a 
return  in  a  reasonable  time.'' 

If  the  verdict  had  found  that  the  defendant  had  sustained 
any  damage  from  the  difference  in  the  brands  on  the  fiour,  the 
price  would  have  been  diminished  accordingly;  and  so  the 
defendant  might  have  been  indemnified  upon  an  action  com- 
menced by  himself,  alleging  a  breach  of  tne  contract.  But, 
without  considering  whether  he  could  refuse  to  accept  any 
portion  of  the  flour  for  the  variance  from  the  letter  of  his  con- 
tract, we  decide  that  he  lost  this  power  when  he  applied  to 
have,  paid  for,  and  sold  the  parcels,  on  the  26th  and  31st  of 
January,  1858. 

The  defendant  pleaded  that  the  several  causes  of  action  in 
the  complaint  mentioned  did  not  accrue  within  two  vears 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  The  code  of  Calirornia 
provides,  that  "an  action  upon  any  contract,  obligation,  or  lia- 
bility, founded  upon  an  instrument  of  writing,  except  those 
mentioned  in  a  preceding  section,  shall  be  brought  within  three 
years,  and  within  two  years  if  founded  upon  a  contract,  obliga- 
tion, or  liability,  not  in  writing,  except  in  actions  on  an  open 
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aeoounty  for  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises,  and  for  any  furticle 
^arTCd  in  a  store  account.  The  plea  of  the  defendant  does 
not  Siege  that  the  cause  of  action  is  founded  upon  a  contract, 
obli^tion,  or  liability,  not  in  writing,  nor  show  that  it  falls 
within  the  limitation  of  two  years,  as  pleaded.  The  complaint 
is  framed  so  as  to  admit  evidence  of  a  contract  in  writing  quite 
as  well  as  an  oral  contract,  and  the  evidence  shows  this  action 
is  founded  on  a  written  contract  The  plea  should  have  con- 
tained an  averment  that  the  cause  of  action  was  not  in  writing, 
with  such  other  averments  as  to  show  that  the  bar  of  the  statute 
pleaded  was  applicable. 

A  plea  cannot  be  sustained,  which  rests  for  its  validity  upon 
a  supposed  state  of  facts  which  may  not  exist.  The  plea  must 
be  an  answer  to  any  case  which  m^  be  legally  established 
under  the  declaration.  Winston  t?.  The  Trustees'  Universi- 
ty, Ac,  Ac,  1  Ala.  R.,  124. 

It  was  objected  that  the  proof  shows  that  the  assignment  by 
Flint,  Peabody,  &  Co.,  was  made  to  the  plaintiffi  in  the  sait^ 
and  that  the  declaration  alleges  that  they  assi^ed  their  interest 
in  the  claim  to  John  Bertram,  one  of  the  plaintifSb.  The  code 
of  California  requires  that  actions  shall  be  prosecuted  ia  the 
name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  that  all  parties  having 
an  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action,  and  in  obtaining  the 
relief  demanded,  may  be  joined  as  plaintiffi.  The  plainti^ 
are  shown  to  be  the  parties  jointly  interested  in  the  subject  of 
the  action,  and  in  the  claim  for  relief.  It  is  quite  immaterial 
in  what  proportions  they  may  be  concerned.  Their  case  ia 
substantially  established,  when  their  joint  interest  is  shown, 
and  the  error  in  respect  to  the  degree  of  the  interest  of  the 
several  parties  is  not  such  a  variance  aA  will  be  considered. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


William  S.  Hungerford,  Appbllant,  v.  Johh  Siqbrson. 

Where  a  bill  in  chanceiy  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  enjoining  a  judgment  at  law, 
obtained  npon  a  promissory  note,  and  the  bill  did  not  allege  that  adequate  relief 
could  not  be  had  at  law,  and  did  not  contain  anj  charges  of  firaud ;  neither  did 
it  ayer  that  it  was  owing  to  the  contrivance  or  unfairness  of  the  defendant  that 
an  adequate  remedy  could  not  be  had  at  law,  nor  did  it  show  the  necessity  of 
interference  by  a  court  of  equity  to  obtain  a  discovery,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Wisconsin. 
The  &cts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  araued  by  Mr.  Bradley  for  the  appellant  and  by  Mr 
Ou$hin0  Baa  Mr.  OiUeU  for  the  appellee. 
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Mr.  BraMey  admitted  that  the  bill  was  very  inartificialij 
drawn,  but  contended  that  there  were  three  ffrotinds  apoa  which 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  could  be  sustained. 

First  Complicated  accounts  between  the  partieB. 

Second.  The  breach  of  the  trust  with  which  the  said  note 
^as  clothed. 

TTiird.  The  want  of  remedy  in  the  common-law  court 

If  the  bill  shows  a  state  of  facts  well  pleaded,  which  would 
entitle  the  complainant  either  to  a  disco veiy  or  relief,  the  de- 
murrer must  be  overruled.     ^Livingston  v.  Btoiy,  9  Pet,  668.) 

And  thev  are  well  pleaded  if  they  are  material,  and  stated  in 
terms  which  may  be  deemed  reasonably  certain  in  their  import 
(8to,  Eq.  PL,  sec.  452,  note  1.) 

There  had  been  no  settlement  of  accounts  between  the  par- 
ties, and  the  balance  owed  was  uncertain.  This  note  was  for 
twice  as  much  as  was  claimed  by  the  defendant,  aad  the  com- 
plainant was  not  to  be  sued  upon  it.  Yet  he  sued  and  recov- 
ered judgment  for  the  whole  amount  Equity  has  jurisdiction 
to  relieve.     (Gainsborough  v.  Gifford,  2  P.  Will.,  424.) 

The  defendant  thus  gained  an  undue  advantage.  It  is  against 
conscience  that  he  should  use  that  advantage  thus  improperly 
gained,  and  that  gives  jurisdiction  to  restrain  the  proceedings 
at  law.     (Eden  on  Inj.,  ch.  2,  p.  3.) 

Ue  could  not  have  availed  himself  of  the  defences,  because 
the  court  of  law  could  neither  give  adequate  relief  by  account, 
nor  compel  a  discovery  of  the  fects  of  that  mutual  understand- 
ing, under  which  the  note  was  given,  as  these  facts  were  from 
their  nature  private,  and  therefore  known  only  to  the  parties. 

glateman  v.  T^lloe;  1  Sch.  and  Lefr.,  204;  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v. 
odgson,  7  Cr.,  882.) 

The  counsel  for  the  appellee  said  that  in  the  bill  there  is  no 
allegation  that  a  fraud  was  committed  to  induce  the  complain- 
ant to  give  the  note ; 

Nor  any  that  the  defendant  transferred  it  contrary  to  promise ; 

Nor  any  that  the  defendant  misled  him  so  as  to  prevent  his 
defending  the  suit ; 

Nor  any  that  he  could  not  have  defended  the  suit  successfully ; 

Nor  any  that  he  could  not  have  made  proof  of  all  the  facts 
necessary  for  a  successful  defence  on  that  trial  of  the  cause ; 

Nor  any  that  he  has  no  relief  except  in  equity,  nor  that  ho 
has  no  remedy  at  law ; 

Nor  any  that  the  complainant  has  offered  to  settle  with  the 
defendant,  and  to  pay  him  what  was  justly  and  equitably  his 
duo; 

Nor  any  that  he  stated  the  whole  case  to  couoBd!,  when  ho 
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W9A  advised  that  he  had  no  defence  on  said  note  which  he  could 
make  in  that  suit; 

Nor  any  that  the  advice  of  counsel  referred  to  was  before  the 
judgment  upon  said  note; 

^r  any  that  his  failure  to  defend  was  occasioned  by  such 
advice. 

First. — A  court  of  equity  has  nojurisdictim  where  the  party  has 
tiad  a  full  remedy  at  law. 

Except  under  some  special  statute,  no  court  of  equity  can 
entertain  jurisdiction  without  the  complainant  averring  that 
he  has  no  remedy  at  law.  In  this  case,  the  bill  was  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States,  under  the  powers  conferred 
by  the  judiciary  act.  The  sixteenth  section  of  this  act  provides, 
"that  suits  in  equity  shall  not  be  sustained  in  either  of  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  in  cases  where  plain,  adequate,  and 
complete  remedy  may  be  had  at  law."  (See  Gordon  v.  Hobart, 
2  Sumner,  401;  Baker  v,  Biddle,  1  Baldwin,  405.) 

The  omission  of  the  party  to  avail  himself  of  his  defence  at 
law  cannot  confer  jurisdiction.  If  the  party  has  once  had  an 
opportunity  to  defend  himself,  it  is  the  same  to  both  parties, 
as  if  he  had  actually  done  so.    It  ends  the  matter. 

Second. —  Where  a  party  failed  to  defend  a  suit  at  laWy  equity  will 
not  relieve^  except  when  the  defence  was  not  available  at  law^  or  where 
he  was  prevented  by  frauds  accident^  or  wranyfuL  act  of  the  other 
party ^  loithout  any  negliyence  or  fault  on  his  part. 

This  propositon  is  in  the  very  words  of  the  Court  of  Appeals 
in  New  York,  in  Vilas  v.  Jones,  1  Coms.,  274,  pp.  281,  282. 

It  is  supported  by  a  long  current  of  decisions. 

In  More  v.  Bay  ley,  1  Breese,  60,  the  court  said,  that  if  "a 
defendant  neglects  to  make  his  defence  at  law,  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  relieve  him." 

In  Cowan  v.  Price,  1  Bibb,  178,  the  same  rule  is  laid  down. 

In  Williams  v.  Lee,  8  Atk.,  224,  Lord  Hardwicke  held  in 
the  same  way. 

In  Winthrop's  case  (8  Desausure,  810,  p.  824)  this  point  was 
ruied  in  the  same  wav. 

In  Bateman  r.  Willoe,  1  Schoales  and  Lefroy,  201,  p.  204, 
after  laying  down  the  same  rule,  Lord  Redesdale  says,  '^  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  show  that  injustice  has  been  done,  but  that  it  has 
been  done  under  circumstances  which  authorize  the  court  to 
interfere." 

In  Lansing  v.  Eddy,  1  John.  Ch.  R.,  49,  Chancellor  Kent 
said,  that  an  injunction  will  not  be  granted  on  a  charge  of 
usury,  and  the  party  seeks  a  discovery,  "for  the  usury  would 
have  been  a  good  defence  at  law ;  and  no  reason  was  given  why 
the  defendant  did  not  seek  the  discovery  while  the  suit  at  law 
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was  pending/'  "  Chancery  will  not  relieve  against  a  judgment 
at  law,  unless  the  defendant  was  ignorant  of  the  fact  in  ques- 
tion pending  the  suit,  or  it  could  not  be  received  as  a  defence." 

In  Simpson  v.  Hart,  ib.,  91,  p.  98,  this  doctrine  was  reiter- 
ated. 

In  Barker  v.  Elkins,  ib.,  465,  it  is  repeated;  and  the  court 
say,  ''if  the  defendant  has  not  used  due  diligence  in  apply- 
ing for  a  discovery,  if  necessary  to  aid  him,  he  cannot  be  re- 
lieved." 

In  Norton  v.  Wood,  5  Paige,  249,  Chancellor  Walworth  ex- 
pressly laid  down  the  same  rule.  It  is  recognised  by  him  in 
rost  V.  Boardman,  10  Paige,  580. 

In  Perrine  v.  Striker,  7  Paige,  598,  he  repeats  the  rule,  and 
says,  "if  there  are  circumstances  in  the  case  which  rendered  it 
impossible  to  obtain  relief  in  the  suit  at  law,  they  should  be 
stated  in  the  bill." 

In  Thompson  v.  Berry  &  Van  Buren,  8  John.  Ch.  R.,  395,  it 
was  held,  that  where  a  party  suffered  judgment  to  pass  against 
him  without  making  his  defence  or  applying  for  a  discovery, 
equil^  could  not  relieve  him.  This  case  was  affirmed  on  ap- 
peal m  the  Court  of  Errors,  in  the  17th  of  John.  R.,  436,  by 
the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  Penney  v.  Martin,  4  John.  Ch.  R.,  566,  Kent,  Chancellor, 
neld  that  "where  there  was  neither  accident  nor  mistake,  mis- 
representation nor  fraud,"  the  Court  of  Chancery  had  no  juris- 
diction to  afford  relief^  although  he  had  lost  his  remedy  at  law 
through  ignorance  of  a  fact  which  he  might  have  learned  with 
due  diligence  and  inquiry,  or  by  bill  of  discovery." 

In  McVickar  v.  Walcott,  4  John.  R.,  610,  the  same  rule  was 
declared  in  the  Court  of  Errors. 

In  Green  v.  Dodge,  6  Ham.  Ohio  R.,  80,  the  Supreme  Court 
proceed  upon  the  same  ground. 

In  Bartholomew  v.  Taw,  9  Paige,  165,  Chancellor  Walworth 

f^oes  over  the  whole  ground,  and  reasserts  the  principles  above 
aid  down. 

In  Minturn  v.  The  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Company,  8 
Coms.,  498,  the  Court  of  Appeals  say :  '*  Where  an  action  at  law 
was  commenced  to  recover  upon  a  contract  alleged  to  be  usuri- 
ous, and  the  defendant  in  the  action  filed  a  bill  in  chancery,  pray- 
ing for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  proceedings,  but  alleged 
no  defect  in  the  means  of  establishing  his  defence  at  law,  the 
bill  could  not  be  sustained." 

These  cases  abundantly  settle  the  point  above  laid  down.  If 
the  note  in  question  was  given  for  ten  thousand  dollars,  when 
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only  four  or  five  thousand  were  really  due,  it  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned that  there  was  a  good  defence  at  law  to  so  much  as  was 
not  equitably  due. 

1.  If  there  was  a  defence,  it  was  a  legal  one,  and  would  have 
been  available  at  law;  and  this  is  not  denied  in  the  bill. 

2.  The  bill  does  not  aver  that  complainant  was  unable  to 
prove  his  defence  in  the  action  of  law.  But  if  he  could  not 
'prove  it  without  a  discovery,  he  was  bound  to  file  a  bill  for  such 
discovery,  so  as  to  use  the  answer  upon  the  trial. 

3.  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  bill  that  a  misrepresentation 
was  made,  or  fraud  practiced  upon  complainant,  by  Sigerson, 
which  prevented  his  making  his  defence. 

4.  JSTo  excuse  whatever  is  offered  for  not  making  his  defence 
in  the  suit  at  law,  except  that  his  counsel  told  him  he  had  no 
defence  to  the  note.  He  does  not  state  that  this  advice  was 
^ven  pending  the  suit  at  law,  and  the  expression  used  clearly 
indicates  that  it  was  not.  But,  however  that  may  be,  it  is  clear 
that  his  defence  was  a  le^al  one,  and  available  at  law  if  it  ex- 
isted. If  he  was  wrongfully  advised,  that  is  a  question  between 
him  and  his  counsel.  K  tne  latter  misled  him,  Sigerson  is  not 
responsible  for  it,  nor  can  it  give  a  court  of  equity  jurisdiction. 
If,  through  wrong  advice,  inattention,  or  otherwise,  he  fitiled  to 
avail  himself  of  nis  defence,  he  must  abide  the  consequences. 
A  court  of  equity  cannot  relieve  him. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  for  the  district  of 
Wisconsin. 

In  his  bill,  the  complainant  states  that  prior  to  the  1st  of 
December,  1851,  he  had  numerous  business  transactions  with 
the  defendant,  who  had  made  advances  of  money  to  him  on 
divers  occasions,  and  payments  had  been  made  to  him  by  the 
complainant.  In  a  conversation  in  relation  to  their  accounts, 
the  defendant  admitted  the  complainant  was  indebted  to  him 
onW  in  about  the  sum  of  four  thousand  two  hundred  dollars ; 
and  on  that  day  the  defendant  proposed  to  the  complainant 
that  he  should  execute  to  the  defendant  a  promissory  note  for 
the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  payable  one  day  after  date, 
which  he  wished  to  use  as  a  collateral  security  on  which  to 
raise  money;  and  he  agreed  not  to  sell  or  (Kspose  of  the  same, 
or  urge  the  complainant  for  the  payment  of  the  note,  but  would 
indulge  him  until  he  could  make  collections.  And  having 
unlimited  confidence  in  the  defendant,  and  feeling  under  many 
obligations  to  him  for  his  various  acts  of  kindness,  the  oom- 
plainant  made  and  delivered  to  the  defendant^  on  the  1st  of 
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December,  1861,  a  note  of  hand  for  $10,000,  payable  one  day 
after  date,  to  the  order  of  John  Sigerson,  for  value  received, 
without  defalcation  or  discount,  negotiable  and  payable  at  the 
Bank  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  And  the  complainant  avers 
that  the  note  was  given  under  the  circumstances  and  for  the 
consideration  stated,  and  on  no  other  or  diflferent  account;  Inat 
since  the  date  first  above  stated,  he  and  the  defendant  have  had 
no  dealings  whatever. 

And  the  complainant  alleges  that  on  the  10th  of  August, 
1862,  the  defendant  caused  a  suit  to  be  brought  against  him 
on  the  above  note,  and  on  the  11th  of  January,  1854,  a  judg- 
ment was  recovered  for  $11,258.33  and  costs.  And  the  com- 
plainant says  the  judgment  is  unjust,  in  so  far  as  it  exceeds 
in  amount  the  sum  of  four  thousand  two  hundred  and  seventy, 
five  dollars  and  interest. 

And  the  complainant  prays  the  defendant  may  be  enjoined 
from  collecting  such  part  of  the  judgment  as  exceeds  the  sum 
he  owes  to  the  defendant,  and  this  sum  he  offers  to  pay.  Nu- 
merous interrogatories  to  the  defendant  are  stated  in  the  bill, 
designed  to  show  the  money  transactions  between  them,  and 
the  amount  due  by  the  complainant  to  the  defendant. 

A  demurrer  was  filed  to  the  bill,  which,  on  argument,  wap 
sustained,  and  the  bill  dismissed  at  the  costs  of  the  complain- 
ant, on  which  an  appeal  was  allowed. 

The  subject-matter  of  this  controversy  arises  out  of  mutual 
dealings  between  the  parties,  and  the  consideration  on  which 
the  note  stated  in  the  pleadings  was  given.     There  is  no  alle- 

fition  in  the  bill  that  adequate  relief  could  not  be  had  at  law. 
here  is  no  charge  of  fraud,  or  that  the  note  had  been  assigned 
contrary  to  the  agreement;  nor  that,  by  the  contrivance  or  uu- 
fidrness  of  the  defendant,  a  remedy  was  not  had  at  law;  nor  ie 
there  anything  in  the  bill  from  which  the  court  can  infer  a  dis- 
covery is  necessary  to  reach  the  justice  of  the  case. 

Where  a  party  has  failed  to  make  a  proper  defence  at  law 
through  negligence,  equity  will  not  aid  him.  K  by  accident 
or  fraud  such  a  defence  has  been  prevented,  a  court  of  equity 
may  grant  relief. 

When  the  decree  below  was  pronounced  on  the  demurrer, 
the  complainant,  by  application  to  the  court,  might  have  asked 
leave  to  amend  his  bill,  which  the  court,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
would  have  allowed.  But  he  prayed  an  appeal  to  this  court| 
resting  his  whole  case  on  the  bill.  And  as  it  contains  no  avar^ 
ments  authorizing  relief  in  equity,  none  can  be  given. 
The  decree  of  the  District  Court  is  affirmed. 

VOL.   XX.  11 
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WiLUAM  B.  Grant,  William  Bradbtrbbt,  Willum  L.  Flit- 
NBR,  Peter  Grant,  in  his  own  right  and  as  Administrator 
OP  Thomas  Grant,  deceased,  Elizabeth  F.  Grant,  Admin- 
istratrix, William  S.  Grant  and  George  Bacon,  Adminis- 
trators OF  THE  ESTATE  OF  SaMUBL  C.  GrANT,  DECBASED, 
OWNERS   OF  THE   AMERICAN   SHIP   CONSTELLATION,  LiBELLANTS 

AND  Appellants,  v.  Cornelius  Poillon,  Richard  Poillon, 
James  L.Varick,  impleaded  with  H.  Johnson,  Hicks,  Bailey, 
William  T.  Clark,  Dean  W.  W.  Hinchbn,  0.  fl,  Clark, 
AND  D.  D.  Millbr,  Rbspondbnts  and  Appbllhbs. 

Where  the  master  of  a  vessel  was  also  part  owner,  and  made  a  contract  of  aifireigfhl- 
ment  with  a  lumber  company,  of  which  he  was  also  a  member,  and  the  cargo 
was  consigned  to  the  master,  the  case  is  not  within  admiraltj  Jarisdiction,  but 
appropriate  to  that  of  a  court  of  chancery. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York,  sitting  in  ad- 
miralty. 

It  will  be  perceived,  by  the  caption,  that  Flitner  was  one  of 
the  libellants,  and,  as  he  was  also  a  member  of  the  Constella- 
tion Lumber  Company,  he  was  on  both  sides  of  the  case. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  libel  was  filed  are  stated 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  District  Court  dismissed  the 
libel ;  and  upon  an  appeal,  this  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  Cir- 
cuit Court.     The  libellants  then  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  case  was  argued  by  Mr.  Ghodrich  for  the  appellants,  and 
submitted  on  a  printed  argument  by  Mr.  Dcnohue. 

Mr.  Goodrich  made  the  following  points,  viz: 

I.  The  contract  which  is  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  lading,  and 
the  services  performed  under  it,  appertain  to  the  admiralty 
and  maritime  jurisdiction,  and  the  libellants  are  entitled,  yrima 
faciSy  to  its  assistance. 

n.  The  libellants,  as  owners  of  the  ship,  have  not  made  any 
agreement  with  the  owners  of  the  carffo,  by  which  the  rights 
or  remedies  of  the  libellants,  derived  from  the  contract  set 
forth  in  the  bill  of  ladinff,  have  been  diminished. 

HE.  The  agreement  which  Flitner  made  with  the  respond- 
ents does  not  purport  to  bind  the  owners  of  the  ship;  Fhtner, 
as  master,  or  as  part  owner,  had  no  implied  authority  to  bind 
the  ship,  or  its  owners,  to  such  an  agreement,  and  no  express 
authority  to  that  eifect  is  shown. 

IV.  Assume  that  some  portion  of  the  freight-money  would 
be  due  to  Flitner,  upon  a  statement  of  an  account  between  thA 
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owners  of  the  ship ;  and  that  Flitner,  by  agreement  with  the 
respondents,  (to  which  the  ship  and  its  owners  were  no  party,) 
is  bound  to  contribute  to  the  payment  of  the  freight-money, 
and  thereupon,  to  the  extent  of  such  contributory  share,  the 
respondents  have  an  equity  against  Flitner  to  retain  his  share 
of  the  freight-money;  such  equity  does  not  change  the  charac- 
ter of  the  contract  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  lading,  or  the  rights 
of  the  libellants  under  it,  or  take  away  the  admiralty  and  mari- 
time jurisdiction  which  attached,  as  an  incident  to  the  contract, 
if  I  may  so  say,  the  moment  it  was  entered  into,  and  continued, 
when  tne  libel  was  filed. 

a.  The  contract  into  which  the  owners  of  the  ship  entered 
is  entirely  within  the  admiralty  and  maritime  Jurisdiction.  If 
they  had  made  a  contract  principally  appertaming,  in  its  sub- 
ject-matter, to  some  other  jurisdiction,  and  only  incidentally 
embracing  matters  of  a  maritime  character,  they  might  have 
been  obliged  to  resort  to  a  court  of  common  law,  or  to  a  court 
of  equity ;  but  not  having  entered  into  any  such  contract,  they 
are  not  excluded  from  the  admiralty  by  any  equities  which  the 
respondents  may  have  against  Flitner,  by  reason  of  a  contract 
with  which  neither  the  ship  nor  its  owners  are  in  privity,  and 
which  has  no  connection  with  the  contract  evidenced  by  the 
bill  of  lading.  (The  Pacific,  1  Blatchford,  569;  Le  Gaux  v.' 
Eden,  Douglas,  606.) 

V.  There  is  no  averment,  in  the  answer  of  the  respondents, 
that  Flitner  has  not  contributed  to  them  all  which  he  was 
bound  to  contribute ;  it  contains  no  averment  that  any  sum, 
upon  a  statement  of  an  account  between  the  owners  of  the 
ship,  would  be  due  to  Flitner  from  the  other  part  owners. 
There  is  no  foundation  for  any  subsisting  equity  in  favor  of 
the  respondents. 

VI.  Flitner,  as  master,  in  making  the  contract  set  forth  in 
the  bill  of  lading,  undertook  to  bind  the  owners  of  the  ship, 
including  himself,  as  the  party  on  the  one  side  contracting,  to 
and  ^dth  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  excluding  himself,  as  the 
contracting  party,  on  the  other. 

a.  The  Rbellants,  from  the  facts  in  proof^  have  a  right  to  say 
that  the  respondents,  knowing  their  relation  to  Flitner,  meant 
to  bind  themselves  in  the  manner  suggested.  (Brown  on  Ac- 
tions at  Law,  133,  134;  Robson  v.  Drummond,  2  B.  and  Ad., 
808;  Sims  et  al.  v.  Bond,  5  B.  and  Ad.,  889.) 

c.  The  respondents  having  received  the  consideration  and 
benefit  of  the  contract,  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  lading,  which  they 
entered  into  with  Flitner,  the  agent  of  the  libellants,  cannot  in 
any  manner,  or  for  any  purpose,  set  up  a  private  agreement 
made  by  themselves  with  Flitner,  so  as  to  defeat  or  impair  the 
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rights  or  remedies  of  the  libellants,  under  their  bill  of  lading. 
(Gatts  V.  Phaleu,  2  How.,  881;  Bradford  et  al.  v.  Williams,  4 
How.,  688;  Van  Rensselaer  t?.  Kearney,  11  How.,  826;  Cur- 
ran  V.  Arkansas,  15  How.,  809;  Philadelphia,  Wilmington, 
and  Baltimore  RMlroad  v.  Howard,  18  How.,  326;  Comer  t? 
Jackson,  4  Pet.,  88  to  87;  Comth.  v.  Heirs  of  Andre,  8  Pick 
Rep.,  824;  The  Repulse,  2  Wm.  Robinson  Rep.,  899;  Pitt  v. 
Chappelow,  2  M.  and  W.,  6,  16,  19,  20;  The  Frederick, 
1  Dodson  Adm.  Rep.,  266;  Bacon  v.  Robertson,  18  How., 
480.) 

d.  The  libellants  could  not  have  been  compelled  to  make 
delivery  of  the  cargo  without  payment  of  freight;  and  upon 
refusal  by  the  respondents  to  pay,  might  have  had  a  sale  under 
the  admiralty;  the  respondents,  upon  an  offer  to  pa^  freight, 
and  a  refusal  of  the  libellants  to  deliver  the  cargo,  might  have 

f)roceeded  against  the  libellants  in  the  admiralty,  and  uie  libel- 
ants could  not  have  resisted  by  pleading  the  private  agree- 
ment of  Flitner  with  the  respondents. 

Vil.  The  non  joinder  of  Flitner,  as  party  respondent,  can- 
not avail  as  ground  of  exception  or  defence. 

a.  It  should  have  been  set  up  by  way  of  exceptive  allegation, 
and  not  in  the  answer.  (Reea  v.  Hussey,  Blatch.  and  Howl., 
626;  2  Conkling  Adm.  Juris.,  683,  584,  686;  Pratt  v.  Thomas, 
Ware  Rep.,  427 ;  Certain  Logs  of  Mahogany,  2  Sum.  Rep.,  689 ; 
Sheppard  v.  Graves,  11  How.,  509 ;  Conard  v.  The  Atlantic  Ins. 
Co.,  1  Peters,  386, 460 ;  De  Wolf  v.  Rabaud,  1  Peters,  476,  498 ; 
Sims  V.  Handley,  6  How.,  1 ;  Smith  v.  Kernochen,  7  How.,  198 ; 
Evans  v.  Gee,  11  Peters,  80.) 

6.  If  it  may  be  set  up  in  the  answer,  it  must  be  regarded  as 
an  exceptive  allegation ;  and  as  such  it  is  insufficient,  because 
it  does  not  show  who  are  the  owners  or  members  of  the  Con- 
stellation Lumber  Company,  or  that  they  are  unknown  and  can- 
not be  described. 

c.  Flitner,  as  master  and  part  owner  of  the  ship,  is  a  proper 
party  libellant;  the  respondents  are  estopped,  by  their  contract 
with  him,  as  the  agent  of  the  libellants,  to  set  up  an  adverse 
private  interest  created  by  themselves. 

Mr.  Goodrich  cited,  also,  the  following  authorities:  Waring 
V.  Clark,  6  How.,  541;  Parsons  v.  Bulford,  3  Peters,  447;  The 
Catherine,  6  Notes  of  Cas.  Ecc.  and  Mar.  Supp.,  43, 49 ;  Mere- 
ton  V.  Qibbens,  3  D.  and  E.,  267 ;  The  Repulse,  5  Notes  of  Cas. 
Ecc.  and  Mar.,  348,  350,  351 ;  Abbott  on  Shipping,  7  Lon.  edi., 
106,  sec.  4;  The  Lady  Campbell,  2  Hag.  Adm.,  14,  note;  WiU 
lard  V.  Dorr,  3  Mason,  161,  171 ;  The  England,  6  Notes  Cas. 
Ecc.  and  Mar.,  173,  174;  CoUyer  on  Partnership,  4  Am.  edt., 
sec.  719;  Oreenl  ^v.  Queen,  1  Peters,  149. 
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Mr.  Donahue  made  the  following  points: 

FirsL  Plitner  was  a  proper  party  respondent  in  the  court 
below;  and  until  he  is  made  a  party,  no  further  proceedings 
should  have  been  had  in  the  court  below;  and  this  was  no 
ground  for  exception.  The  onlyground  for  exception  to  the 
libel  for  the  causes  is  rule  xxx vi,  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
The  persons  composing  the  so-called  Constellation  Lumber 
Company,  of  which  he  was  one,  being  partners,  are  all  liable 
in  soma;  and  the  objection  being  taken  by  answer,  they  cannot 
proceed  until  he  is  made  a  party  defendant. 

Second.  Ships  being  made  'Ho  plough  the  seas,  and  not  lie 
by  the  walls,"  and  as  all  the  owners  owning  from  a  sixty-fourth 
to  a  half  cannot  act  at  once,  one  owner  must  (See  Story  on 
Partnership,  sec.  418.)  And  his  contracts  are  the  contracts  of 
all  in  the  employment  of  the  vessel  (Story  on  Agency  Part., 
sec.  419)  or  her  repairs.  Plitner  was  not  only  master,  but  part 
owner,  acting  for  all. 

ThircL  Supposing  Flitner  to  have  only  been  master,  the  facts 
show  a  ratification  of  his  act,  and  full  authority. 

1.  The  vessel  in  New  York,  without  cargo,  with  all  the  own- 
ers within  one  day  (by  mail  or  travel)  of  iJie  vessel,  they  of 
course  knew  what  was  going  on. 

2.  A  contract,  made  l2d  September,  to  ^perhaps  to  Callao 
at  one  freight,  perhaps  to  the  Sandwich  Islands  at  another, 
perhaps  to  California  at  a  diflferent  one — under  this,  goods  were 
shipped,  12th  of  November,  nearly  two  months  after.  Is  it  to 
be  supposed  that  a  vessel  of  this  size  should  be  about  starting 
on  such  a  voyage,  without  the  other  owners  knowing  and  ap- 
proving of  the  act?    Is  this  a  fair  conclusion  of  law  or  fisujt? 

8.  Their  entire  approval  and  even  ratification  of  his  act  is 
apparent  from  all  the  circumstances. 

jPourth.  The  libellants,  including  Flitner,  were  all  partners 
in  the  sailing  of  the  vessel.  (Abbott  on  Shipping,  p.  Ill ;  Story 
on  Partnership,  sees.  441, 444, 408.)  And  notice  to  one  is  notice 
to  all.  (See  Story  on  Partnership,  sees.  107, 108.)  They  were 
therefore  chargeable  vrith  notice  of  this  contract  when  it  was 
made,  and  have  never  disapproved  of  it,  if  they  had  the  right. 
They  had  notice  from  22d  of  September  to  12th  November, 
before  the  ship  sailed,  with  one  partner  acting,  and  did  not 
attempt  to  disafiirm. 

ly'th.  The  libellant,  Flitner,  is  liable  individually  for  the 
whole  debt  claimed  to  be  due  from  the  respondents  to  the  libel- 
lants, as  one  of  the  partners  in  the  Constellation  Lumber  Com- 
pany, and  he  could  be  compelled  to  pay,  and  be  left  to  his 
action  for  a  settlement  with  his  copartners.  A  payment  to  him, 
as  one  of  the  owners  of  the  whole  debt,  i^ould  discharge  the 
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indebtedness  of  the  company  to  the  owners  of  the  ship,  and 
leave  them  to  their  account  for  a  settlement  against  him  in 
equity.     (Story  on  Part.,  sec.  419.) 

Sixth.  If  Flitner  is,  in  fact,  the  creditor  of  his  co-owners, 
exclusive  of  this  claim,  then,  in  law,  such  debt  due  from  them 
to  him  operates  to  extinguish  the  debt  to  the  whole  jointly;  for 
with  one  the  other  is  paid.  It  nowhere  appears  that  Flitner 
is,  in  fact,  their  debtor,  and  most  likely  is  their  creditor;  and 
he  now  seeks  in  this  way  to  collect  out  of  his  partner,  money 
not  of  right  payable  to  him  or  them.  (See  Abbott  on  Ship- 
ping, pp.  130, 131,  sec.  6;  see,  as  to  such  rights,  Story  on  Part., 
sec.  406.) 

Seventh.  The  whole  of  the  facts  of  this  case  show  it  to  be 
one  of  purely  equitable  cognizance. 

1.  A  captain  and  partner,  owner  in  a  ship  wanting  freight, 
entering  on  her  behalf  into  a  bargain  to  get  a  cargo,  simply  to 
employ  that  vessel. 

2i  The  purchase,  by  a  company,  of  which  such  owner  is  one, 
of  the  cargo,  for  the  purpose  of  shipment,  and  a  loss  of  all  the 
outlay,  and  $2,300  besides. 

3.  That  the  ship  realizes  $11,000,  and  over,  on  the  shipment. 

4.  Large  claims  on  the  part  of  the  copartners  for  the  deten- 
tion of  the  cargo,  and  other  acts  of  the  captain. 

Under  these  circumstances,  equity  would  certainly  give  the 
partners  owning  that  capital  some  show  in  the  distribution  of 
the  remnants,  as  well  as  the  ship  her  freight;  but  this  is  an 
attempt,  by  bringing  the  case  into  a  court  not  competent  to 
fully  dispose  of  the  matters,  and  clogged  with  restraints,  to 
avoid  the  just  responsibility  the  parties  have  assumed,  and  to 
make  the  roillons  pay  the  whole,  (besides  losing  their  invest- 
ment,) of  which  they  should  only  pay  one-half. 

ISahth.  But  suppose,  as  has  been  and  is  contended  by  the 
libeliants,  that  the  bill  of  lading  is  entirely  independent  and 
distinct  of  the  original  contract,  and  has  no  necessary  connec- 
tion with  it,  then  this  case  assumes  a  phase  which  would 
prevent  a  recovery  in  any  form  of  action,  or  in  any  forum, 
because— 

1.  By  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading,  the  cargo  is  consigned 
to  one  of  the  libeliants,  and  a  part  owner  of  the  ship. 

2.  The  case  shows  that  he  accepted  the  consignment,  and 
actually  sold  and  disposed  of  the  property  consigned. 

8.  By  law,  having  accepted  the  consignment,  he  became 
liable  for  the  payment  of  the  freight;  and,  by  the  terms  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  he  actually  covenants  to  pay  the  fireight  reserved 
in  it  "  unto  William  L.  Flitner,  or  his  assigns,  he  or  they  pay 
ing  freight."    ( Vide  bill  of  lading.) 
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4.  This  case  would  present  the  anomaly  of  a  party  suing 
on  an  instrument  whereby  not  only  by  law  he  is  himself  liable 
for  the  payment  of  the  sum  demanded,  and  which,  by  the  terms 
of  the  instrument  upon  which  the  suit  is  instituted,  he  expressly 
covenants  to  pay. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  in  admiralty  from  ttie  Circuit  Court  for 
the  southern  district  of  New  York. 

The  libellants,  Grant  and  others,  are  the  sole  owners  of  the 
ship  Constellation,  and  they  bring  an  action  of  affi*eightment, 
civil  and  maritime,  against  the  respondents,  and  allege  that 
William  L.  Flitner  was  master  of  the  ship;  that  the  respond- 
ents were  copartners,  under  the  name  of  the  "  Constellation 
Lumber  Company ;  "  and  that,  on  or  about  the  12th  Novem- 
ber, 1849,  they  agreed  to  ship  on  board  the  Constellation,  then 
Ivine  in  the  port  of  New  York,  230,655  feet  of  lumber  and 
29,700  cypress  shingles,  to  be  delivered  at  the  port  of  Valparaiso, 
Sandwich  Islands,  or  San  Francisco,  unto  the  above-named 
Flitner,  or  his  assigns,  he  paying  the  freight  upon  the  same. 


The  ship  proceeded  on  her  voyage,  and  delivered  the  lumber 
and  shingles  unto  the  said  mlliam  L.  Flitner,  at  San  Fran- 
cisco, on  or  about  the day  of ,  in  the  year  1850.     That 

there  was  due  for  the  freight  of  the  lumber,  with  primage,  the 
sum  of  $13,944.02,  of  which  sum  Flitner  paid  $11,494.98, 
which  were  the  net  proceeds  of  the  lumber,  leaving  a  balance 
of  $2,449.09  due  and  unpaid;  and  it  is  averred  that  Flitner, 
acting  as  consignee,  and  in  making  sale  of  the  lumber,  was  the 
agent  of  the  respondents,  and  a  decree  for  the  payment  of  thig 
balance  by  the  respondents  is  prayed. 

The  respondents  denv  that  they  compose  the  company,  and 
that  Flitner  acted  as  their  agent,  &c. ;  and  they  say  that  the 
lumber  was  shipped  on  account  of  the  said  vessel  and  of  said 
company,  the  said  vessel  being  interested  in  said  companv, 
and  that  the  transaction  was  a  partnership  one,  and  not  a  sub- 
ject of  jurisdiction  in  this  court;  that  Flitner,  named  as  a 
ibellant,  was  and  is  interested,  and  one  of  the  parties  in  the 
**  Constellation  Lumber  Company,"  and  is  a  proper  party  re- 
spondent herein;  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  's  not 
within  the  admiralty  or  maritime  jurisdiction  of  this  ecurt, 
and  of  which  it  has  no  cognizance. 

It  was  agreed  that  ten  persons  named — about  the  22d  of 
September,  1849— of  whom  William  L.  Flitner  was  one,  con- 
stituted the  lumber  company,  each  individual  taking  one  share, 
not  to  exceed  in  value  five  hundred  dollars,  with  the  exception 
of  Flitner,  who  took  two  shares,  and  Hicks  and  Bailey  alBO 
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took  two.  That  Flitner  was  the  agent  of  the  commny  and 
the  consignee,  a  commission  of  five  per  cent,  to  be  paid  to  hira  ; 
that  the  ship  Constellation  belonged  to  the  libellants,  and  that 
Flitner  was  master  and  part  owner;  that  the  lumber  company 
purchased  the  cargo,  and  it  was  shipped  the  12th  November, 
1849,  and  a  bill  of  lading  was  siffned  by  Flitner. 

The  proof  shows  that  the  lumber  was  sold  at  San  Francisco 
for  the  prices  stated,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  after 
deducting  commissions,  fell  short  of  paying  the  freight,  the 
sum  named. 

The  principal  question  is,  whether  the  case  made  is  within 
the  admiralty  jurisdiction.  That  it  would  not  be  within  the 
admiralty  jurisdiction  in  England  is  clear.  In  general,  con- 
tracts upon  land,  though  to  be  executed  on  the  sea,  and  con- 
tracts at  sea,  if  to  be  executed  on  the  land,  are  not  cognizable 
by  the  English  admiralty.  There  are  some  exceptions  to  this 
rule  in  that  country ;  but  none,  it  is  believed,  which  afiect  the 
question  now  before  us.  There  are  conflicting  decisions  as  to 
the  admiralty  jurisdiction  in  England,  and  also  in  this  country. 
It  may  be  difficult,  if  not  impracticable,  to  state  with  precision 
the  line  of  this  jurisdiction,  but  we  may  approximate  it  by 
consulting  the  decisions  of  our  own  courts. 

In  the  case  of  Willard  v.  Dorr,  3  Mason,  91,  it  was  held, 
"  no  suit  for  services  performed  by  the  master,  as  a  factor,  or  in 
any  other  character  than  that  of  master,  is  cognizable  in  the 
admiralty."  And  again,  in  Plummer  v.  Will,  4  Mason  C.  R, 
880,  it  was  said,  "  a  contract  of  a  special  nature  is  not  cognizable 
in  the  admiralty,  merely  because  the  consideration  of  the  con- 
tract is  maritime.  The  whole  contract  must,  in  its  essence, 
be  maritime,  or  for  compensation  for  maritime  service."  In 
11  Peters,  the  Steamboat  Orleans  v.  Phoebus,  it  was  said  the  ad- 
miralty has  no  jurisdiction  in  matters  of  account  between  part 
owners.  And,  further,  "the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  admiralty, 
in  case  of  part  owners,  having  unequal  interests  and  shares,  is 
not,  and  never  has  been,  applied  to  direct  a  sale  upon  any  dis- 
pute between  them  as  to  the  trade  and  navigation  of  the  ship 
engaged  in  maritime  voyages,  properly  so  called."     (lb.) 

The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  admiralty  is  limited,  in  matters 
of  contract,  to  those,  and  to  those  only,  which  are  maritime. 

(lb.) 

An  agreement  by  the  master  of  a  vessel  to  pay  wages,  may 
be  sued  upon  in  the  admiralty;  but  a  stipulation  in  me  same 
contract  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  in  case  the  voyage  should  be 
altered  or  discontinued,  can  be  enforced  only  at  common  law. 
(L.  Arira  v,  Manwaring,  Bee's  Rep.,  199.^  The  admiralty  ju- 
risdiction of  the  District  Courts  of  the  United  States,  being  ex 
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dnsivo,  cannot  be  extended  to  cases  of  law  or  equity,  co^iza- 
ble  by  the  Circuit  and  State  courts,  under  the  11th  section  of 
the  judiciary  act.     (1  Baldwin,  554.) 

A  contract  between  two  persons,  one  of  whom  had  chartered 
a  vessel,  whereby  he  was  to  act  as  master,  and  the  other  as 
mate  of  the  vessel,  and  the  two  were  to  share  equally  in  the 
profits  of  the  contemplated  voyages,  was  held  not  to  be  within 
the  admiralty  jurisdiction.  ^The  Crusader,  Ware's  Rep.,  437.) 
A  distribution  cannot  be  claimed  in  the  admiralty,  except  by 
those  who  have  a  lien.     (1  Pet.  Ad., '228.) 

The  lumber  company  was  formed  to  enffage  in  an  enterprise 
of  shipping  lumber  to  San  Francisco.  Twelve  shares  were 
taken  Dy  the  company,  consisting  of  ten  persons,  each  having 
one  share  of  the  value  of  five  hundred  dollars,  and  two  of  them 
had  two  shares  each,  one  of  them  being  the  master  of  the  ves- 
sel. He  was  also  a  part  owner  of  the  vessel,  the  consignee  of 
the  cargo,  and  had  a  right  of  primage.  As  part  owner  of  the 
vessel,  he  was  entitled  to  his  share  of  freight;  and  as  being  a 
member  of  the  lumber  company,  having  two  shares  in  it,  he 
was  proportionately^  liable  for  tne  freight.  In  his  capacity  of 
master  he  was  entitled  to  primage,  and  as  consignee  he  was 
also  entitled  to  compensation,  ifow,  this  individual,  in  inter- 
est, is  both  plaintiff  and  respondent,  and  has  claims  in  hia 
capacities  of  master,  consignee,  and  agent.  The  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  the  cargo,  after  paying  commissions,  left  a  balance 
due  for  freight  of  f  2,449.09. 

Here  is  a  complicated  account  to  adjust,  apportioning  the 
loss  between  the  members  of  the  lumber  company,  exacting 
from  them  what  may  be  necessary,  not  only  to  pay  the  balance 
of  freight  due,  but  whatever  may  be  required  to  discharge 
what  may  be  due  to  the  master  as  part  owner  of  the  ship,  as 
master,  consignee,  or  agent,  at  the  same  time  holding  him 
liable,  as  having  two  shares  in  the  lumber  company.  And  in 
an  enterprise  in  which  the  whole  of  the  capital  has  been  sunk, 
leaving  a  large  sum  due  for  freight,  it  would  seem  that  some 
inquiry  might  reasonably  be  made  into  the  conduct  of  the 
muster  in  the  various  capacities  in  which  he  acted.  And  it  is 
probable  that,  to  settle  the  controversy,  a  procedure  against 
the  members  of  the  lumber  company  may  become  neces- 
sary, to  compel  them  to  contribute  respectively  and  equally 
what  may  be  necessarv  to  meet  the  exigency.  It  is  clear 
that  the  exercise  of  the  powers  indicated  do  not  belong 
to  a  court  of  admiralty,  but  are  appropriate  to  a  court  oi 
chancery. 

The  decree  of  the  Oirouit  Court  is  affirmed,  with  ooata. 
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John  E.  Htdb  and  Joseph  H.  Oglesbt,  trading  ukdbr  tbm 

NAME  AND  STTLE  OF  EyDB  ft  OgLBSBT,  PLAINTIFFS  IK  EbEOR, 

V.  Henry  L.  Stone. 

Where  a  sait  was  brought  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  in  one  of  the  State  courts  of 
Louiaiana,  and  bj  that  court  was  transferred  to  another  State  court  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  connected  with  certain  proceedings  in  insolvency,  and  this  trans- 
fer was  pleaded  in  bar  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  suit  in  that  court  upon  the  bill,  the  plea  was  not  good. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  over  controversies  between 
citizens  of  different  States  canaot  be  impaired  by  the  laws  of  the  States,  which 
prescribe  the  modes  of  redress  in  their  own  courts,  or  which  regulate  the  dis- 
tribution of  their  judicial  power. 

The  insertion  of  the  bill  amongst  the  debts  of  the  insolyent  upon  hii  tehednle,  is 
evidence  of  the  fact  of  notice ;  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  was  a  question 
for  the  jury,  and  is  not  subject  to  review  in  this  court 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  firom  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Louis- 
iana. 

On  the  2d  of  January,  1860,  Stone,  bein^  then  in  New  Or- 
leans, purchased  from  Hyde  &  Oglesby  a  bill  of  exchange,  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy,  with  the  notarial  protest  thereof. 

$1,500.  New  Orleans,  January  2dy  1860. 

Sixty  days  after  sight  of  this  second  of  exchange,  first  unpaid, 
pa^  to  the  order  of  ourselves  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  value  re- 
ceived, which  place  to  account  W.  Barton,  as  advised. 

Htbe  &  Oglbsby. 

To  P.  Frothinghamj  JEsq.y  Boston. 

Endorsed:  Pay  H.  L.  Stokb. 

Hyde  &;  Oolbsbt. 
H.  L.  Stoke, 
By  H.  W.  Herbert,  Aify. 
[Acceptance  on  fiEice:]    January  15, 1850. 

Pbtbb  Fbothingham. 

GOHMONWBALTH  OF  UASSAOHUSETTS, 

SuffoUcy  Oiiy  of  BostaOy  sa: 

On  this  nineteenth  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty,  I,  Henry  Clark,  notary 
public,  by  legal  authority  admitted  and  sworn,  and  dwelling 
in  the  city  of  Boston,  at  the  request  of  J.  J.  Loving,  Esq., 
cashier  North  Bank  of  Boston,  went  with  the  original  bill  of 
exchange,  of  which  the  foregoing  is  a  true  copy,  to  the  count- 
ing-room, in  this  citv,  of  Peter  Frothingham,  the  acceptor, 
and  presenting  said  bill  to  him,  demanded  payment  thereof, 
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the  time  therein  limited  and  grace  having  elapsed,  to  which 
he  answered,  that  said  bill  would  not  be  paid. 

I  sent  notice  of  the  non-payment  thereof  to  the  drawers  and 
first  endorsers,  requiring  payment  of  them,  by  mail,  to  New 
Orleans. 

Wherefore  I,  the  said  notary,  at  the  request  aforesaid,  have 
protested,  and  by  these  presents  do  solemnly  protest,  against 
the  drawers  of  said  bill,  and  endorsers,  acceptor,  and  all  others 
concerned  therein,  for  exchange,  re-exchange,  and  all  costs, 
charges,  damages,  and  interest,  suffered  and  sustained,  or  to  be 
suffered  and  sustained,  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  the  non- 
payment of  said  bill. 

Thus  done  and  protested,  in  Boston  aforesaid,  and  my  nota- 
rial seal  affixed,  the  day  and  year  last  written. 

(Signed)  Henry  Clark,  [seal.] 

Notary  PuSUe. 

Stone  brought  suit  upon  this  bill  in  the  fifth  District  Court 
of  New  Orleans,  in  March,  1853 ;  whereupon,  the  defendants 
tiled  an  exception  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  upon  the 
ground  that  they  had  previously  made  a  surrender  of  their  prop- 
erty  to  their  creaitors  m  the  third  District  Court  of  New  Orleans, 
and  that  all  proceedings  were  stayed  a^gainst  them.  The  ex- 
ception further  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  put  upon  their 
schedule  as  a  creditor;  wherefore  they  prated  that  the  suit  of 
plaintiff  be  transferred  and  cumulated  with  the  insolvency 
proceedings  in  the  third  District  Court  of  New  Orleans. 

On  the  81st  of  May,  1868,  the  fifth  District  Court  sustained 
the  exception,  and  ordered  the  costs  to  be  paid  out  of  the  mass 
of  property  surrendered. 

On  the  1st  of  May,  1854,  Stone  brought  his  action  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  tJ nited  States. 

The  defendants  pleaded  in  abatement,  that  Stone  was  a  citi- 
zen of  Louisiana,  and  therefore  incompetent  to  sue  in  the 
Federal  court,  and  in  bar  that  the  question  had  become  res 
judicata  by  the  maintenance  of  the  exception  in  the  fifth  Dis- 
trict Court.  The  case  went  to  trial  upon  an  agreed  statement 
of  facts,  whereof  those  recited  above  are  the  most  material ; 
and  at  November  term,  1855,  the  court  gave  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendants  brought  the  case  to  this  court  by  a 
writ  of  error. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Benjamin  for  the  plaintiffs  in  tnor, 
and  Mr.  Taylor  for  the  defendant. 

The  argument  of  Mr.  Benjamin  upon  the  effect  of  thoprooeed* 
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ings  in  insolvency  is  omitted,  because  the  court  did  not  think 
that  question  was  raised  by  the  record  in  the  case.  His  point 
with  regard  to  the  notice  of  the  dishonor  of  the  bill  was  thus 
stated: 

I.  The  defendants  are  discharged  from  responsibility  as  draw- 
ers and  endorsers  of  the  bill,  by  reason  of  the  laches  of*  the 
holder,  in  failing  to  give  notice  of  non-payment. 

The  law  of  Louisiana  on  this  subject  has  reference  exclu- 
sively to  protests  made  by  notaries  of  that  State.  (Acts  of  1855, 
p.  48.) 

By  the  law  merchant,  it  is  clear,  without  citation  or  author- 
ities, that  the  protest  of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  is  not  legal 
evidence  of  any  other  fact  than  that  of  presentment  and  refusal 
to  pay.  A  statement  volunteered  by  the  notary,  that  he  put 
into  uie  post  office  a  notice  of  protest  to  the  drawer,  is  not  legal 
evidence  of  the  fitct 

Even  if  the  law  of  Louisiana  were  applicable  to  the  case 
under  consideration,  the  evidence  is  insufficient.  The  protest, 
as  annexed  to  the  petition,  and  made  part  of  it,  shows  that  it  is 
not  such  a  protest  as  is  alone  permitted  by  that  law  to  be  re- 
ceived as  proof  of  notice.  It  is  not  signed  by  two  witnesses. 
(McAfee  v.  Doremus,  5  How.,  63.) 

XL  Li  the  absence  of  proof  of  notice,  an  attempt  is  made  to 
&8ten  responsibility  on  defendants  by  proof  of  waiver  of  notice. 

The  waiver  is  said  to  result  from  the  acknowledgment  of  the 
debt  set  forth  in  the  eighth  article  of  the  statement  of  facts. 

To  this  presumption  of  waiver  there  are  two  fatal  objections: 

The  first  is,  that  it  is  nowhere  stated  at  what  date  the  ac- 
knowledgment was  made.  K  the  schedule  of  insolvency  was 
filed  before  the  maturity  of  the  bill,  (and  there  is  no  proof  of 
the  contrary,)  it  was  still  the  duty  of  insolvents  to  place  the 
bill  on  their  schedule  as  a  debt  due  by  them,  and  to  put  the 
name  of  the  holder,  if  known,  in  the  list  of  creditors.  (Bain- 
bridge  V.  Clay,  8  Martin's  U.  S.,  262;  Deslix  v.  Schmidt,  18 
Louisiana  Eep.,  466.) 

The  second  is,  that  an  acknowledgment  of  the  indebtedness, 
if  it  ever  can  be  considered  to  amount  to  a  waiver  of  laches,  is 
confined  to  cases  where  the  party  making  the  acknowledgment 
knew  of  the  laches.  The  proof  of  his  knowledge  of  the  laches 
must  be  clear,  or  no  waiver  will  be  presumed.  (Story  on  Notes, 
sees.  862,  868,  and  notes;  Story  on  Bills,  se3.  820;  Chitty  on 
Bills,  p.  600,  Am.  edi.,  1842;  Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12  Wheat, 
188.) 

In  Louisiana,  the  doctrine  is  extremely  rigid.  (See  the  cases 
and  principles  collected  in  Hennen's  Digest,  Verbo,  Bills  and 
Notes,  XI.) 
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Mr.  TayloTy  for  the  defendant  in  error,  made  the  following 
points: 

L  The  judgment  on  the  exceptions  filed  in  the  case  in  the 
third  District  Court  of  New  Orleans,  in  the  State  of  Louisiana, 
was  not  a  final  judgment,  and  is  no  bar  to  any  other  proceed* 
in^  on  the  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  case. 

IL  The  fact  that  H.  L.  Stone,  the  plaintiff  in  the  court 
below,  was  a  citizen  of  Massachusetts,  proved  on  the  trial,  and 
that  the  bill  of  exchange  sued  on  was  bought  by  him  individ- 
ually, and  with  his  personal  funds,  as  shown  by  the  statement 
of  racts  agreed  to  and  signed  by  the  parties,  gave  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  jurisaiction.  (Constitution 
T7.  S.) 

m.  The  defendant  in  error,  H.  L.  Stone,  performed  no  act 
to  make  himself  a  party  to  the  proceedings  in  insolvency  in  the 
third  District  Court  of  New  Orleans. 

IV.  The  plaintiffs  in  error  are  legally  bound  to  pay  H.  L. 
Stone  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  excnange  sued  on,  because, 
first,  legal  notice  of  its  protest  for  non-payment  was  ^ven  them ; 
and,  second,  they  acknowledged  it  to  be  due  and  owing  bv  them 
in  their  schedule  filed  in  the  proceedings  in  their  insolvency. 
(Shed  V.  Brott,  1  Pick.,  401.) 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  defendant  in  error  instituted  his  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
as  the  endorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  payable  in  Boston,  ot 
which  the  plaintiffi  in  error  were  drawers,  payees,  and  endorsers, 
and  which  bears  date  at  New  Orleans. 

The  defendants  answered  the  petition,  and  averred  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  citizen  of  Louisiana,  and  the  said  bill  of  ex- 
change a  Louisiana  contract,  and  governed  by  the  law  of  that 
State.  That  the  plaintiff  resided  in  Louisiana  when  the  defend- 
ants surrendered  their  property  in  insolvency  in  the  third  Dis- 
trict Court  of  New  Orleans,  and  to  the  proceedings  therein  the 
plaintiff  became  a  party.  That,  subsequently  thereto,  the  said 
nlaintiff  instituted  a  suit  on  the  said  bill  of  exchange  in  the 
fifth  District  Court  of  that  city,  and,  on  an  exception  filed  by 
the  defendants,  informing  that  court  of  those  facts,  the  same 
was  sustained,  and  the  said  suit  was  transferred  to  the  third 
District  Court  of  New  Orleans,  and  made  part  of  the  aforesaid 
insolvent  proceedings  therein;  b^  which  the  right  of  plaintiff 
to  have  and  maintain  this  action  in  the  Circuit  Court  is  barred, 
and  the  questiun  has  become  res  judicata. 

With  uiis  exception  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the  de- 
fendants fil^d  a  general  denial  of  their  indebtedness  to  the 
'plaintiff.     The  cause  vus  aubmitted  to  the  Circuit  Court  upon 
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ail  agreed  etatement,  and  judgment  waa  rendered  for  the  plain- 
tiff without  tlie  intervention  of  a  jury. 

From  that  statement  it  appears  that  the  bill  was  duly  pro- 
tested  for  non-payment;  and  the  notary  in  Boston  certifies,  "I 
sent  notice  of  the  non-payment  to  the  drawers  and  first  en- 
dorsers, requiring  payment  of  them,  by  mail,  to  New  Orleans, 
on  the  day  of  the  protest/'  That  the  plaintiff  has  always  been 
a  citizen  of  Massachusetts ;  that  his  family  resided  there,  and 
he  had  a  commercial  establishment  there ;  that  he  is  a  part- 
ner in  a  commercial  establishment  at  New  Orleans,  and  gen- 
erally spent  a  portion  of  the  winter  months  in  that  city,  and 
then  returned  to  Massachusetts ;  and  that  this  bill  was  pur- 
chased in  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  on  his  own  account.  It  fur- 
ther appears  that  the  plaintiff,  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  sued  the  defendant  in  the  fifth  District  Court  of  New 
Orleans,  on  this  bill ;  that  the  defendant  appeared  and  answered 
that  the  fifth  District  Court  had  no  jurisdiction,  because  the 
defendant  had  made  a  surrender  of  his  property  to  his  credit- 
ors in  the  third  District  Court  of  New  Orleans,  which  surrender 
had  been  accepted,  and  all  proceedings  stayed  against  him ;  and 
tliat  the  plaintiff  was  put  upon  his  schedule  as  a  creditor;  and 
he  prayed  that  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  be  transferred  and  cumu- 
lated with  the  insolvency  proceedings  in  the  third  District 
,  Court  in  New  Orleans;  that  thereupon  the  fifth  District  Court, 
before  the  commencement  of  the  present  suit,  decreed  that  the 
exception  herein  filed  be  maintained,  and  the  costs  paid  out  of 
the  mass  of  the  property  surrendered.  It  further  appears  that 
the  plaintiff*  performed  no  act  to  make  himself  a  party  to  the 
proceedings  in  insolvency  in  the  third  District  Court,  and  that 
no  notice  of  those  proceedings  had  ever  been  served  on  him ; 
but  that  the  bill  of  exchange  described  in  his  petition  was  enu- 
merated among  his  debts,  and  the  firm  of  H.  L.  Stone  &;  Co., 
of  New  Orleans,  which  was  supposed  to  be  the  holder  of  the 
bill,  was  placed  on  the  schedule  among  the  other  creditors  of 
the  insolvents. 

The  question  whether  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange,  sold  by  a 
merchant  in  New  Orleans  to  a  person  who  has  a  commercial 
house  there,  but  whose  domicil  is  at  the  place  where  the  biL 
is  payable,  and  where  he  resided  when  the  proceedings  in  in- 
solvency were  instituted,  is  aftected  by  them  when  he  does  not 
make  himself  a  party  to  those  prooeedinffs,  is  not  involved  in 
this  case.  The  defendant  did  not  plead  uie  pendency  of  tiiose 
oroceedings,  or  the  decree  of  the  third  District  Court,  as  a  bar 
to  the  present  suit,  or  afford  any  proper  description  of  them  to 
raise  that  question.  The  exception  of  the  defendant  is,  that 
certain  proceedings  pending  in  the  third  District  Court  were 
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as  a  cause  for  the  removal  of  a  suit  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  defendants  in  that  court  to  the  other,  and  that  the 
decision  of  the  fifth  District  Court  upon  that  plea  ought  to 
preclude  the  plaintifiT  from  maintaining  this  suit  m  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States.  But  this  court  has  repeatedly 
decided  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
over  controversies  between  citizens  of  difierent  States  cannot 
be  impaired  by  the  laws  of  the  States,  which  prescribe  th£ 
modes  of  redress  in  their  courts,  or  which  regulate  the  distri- 
bution of  their  judicial  power.  In  many  cases,  State  laws  form 
a  rule  of  decision  for  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
forms  of  proceeding  in  these  courts  have  been  assimilated  to 
those  of  the  States,  either  bv  legislative  enactment  or  by  their 
own  rules.  But  the  courts  or  the  United  States  are  bound  to  pro- 
ceed to  judgment,  and  to  afford  redress  to  suitors  before  them, 
in  every  case  to  which  their  jurisdiction  extends.  They  cannot 
abdicate  their  authority  or  duty  in  any  case  in  favor  of  anothei 
jurisdiction.  (Suydam  v,  Broadnax,  14  Pet.,  67;  Union  Bank 
V.  Jolly,  Adm'r,  18  How.,  608.) 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the  fifth  District 
Court  of  New  Orleans,  transferring  the  suit,  commenced  by 
the  plaintiff  on  his  bill  against  the  defendants,  in  that  court, 
and  directing  it  to  be  cumulated  with  the  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy which  were  pending  in  another  court  of  the  State,  did 
not  disable  the  plaintiff  from  commencing  a  suit  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  nor  can  it  form  a  proper  declinatory  exception  to  its 
jurisdiction. 

The  plaintifife  in  error  object,  that  the  evidence  before  the 
Circuit  Court  did  not  authorize  the  court  to  infer  that  they 
had  notice  of  the  dishonor  of  their  bill.  The  notarv  states  that 
he  sent  a  notice  to  them,  at  New  Orleans,  on  the  day  that  the 
protest  was  made.  In  addition  to  this  evidence,  it  is  shown 
that  the  bill,  after  its  maturity,  was  enumerated  among  the 
debts  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  on  the  schedule  that  was  returned 
to  the  third  District  Court;  and  that  they  successfully  pleaded 
their  return  to  the  prosecution  of  a  suit  by  the  defendant  in 
error  in  another  coiut.  A  plaintiff  may  prove,  by  admissions 
of  a  defendant,  that  all  the  steps  necessary  to  charge  him  as 
ail  endorser  or  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  have  been  taken. 
Proof  oi  a  direct  or  conditional  promise  to  pay  after  a  bill 
becomeB  due,  or  of  a  partial  payment,  or  of  an  offer  of  a  com- 
position,  or  of  an  acknowledgment  of  his  liability  to  pay  the 
bill,  has  been  held  to  be  competent  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury, 
of  a  regular  notice  of  the  dishonor  of  a  bill,  and  to  warrant  a 
jury  in  presuminn^  that  a  regular  notice  had  been  given. 
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(Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12  Wheat.,  188;  Rogers  v.  Stevens,  2  T. 
IL,  713;  Patterson  v.  Beecher,  6  J.  B.  Moore,  319;  Campbell 
r.  Webster,  2  M.  G.  Sc,  258 ;  Union  Bank  v.  Grimshaw,  15 
La.,  821;  8  Mort.  N.  S.,  818.)  The  effect  of  such  evidence  in 
the  particular  case  must  be  determined  by  the  jury,  and  their 
decision  cannot  be  reviewed  by  an  appellate  court.     In  the 

? resent  case,  the  matter  of  fact  was  submitted  to  the  Circuit 
!ourt,  and  its  determination  on  this  subject  cannot  form  the 
ground  of  an  exception  here. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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Error,  v.  Jambs  J.  Webb. 

When  New  Mexico  was  conquered  by  the  United  States,  It  was  only  the  allegiance 
of  the  people  that  was  changed;  their  relation  to  each  other,  and  their  rights 
of  property,  remained  undisturbed. 

The  executive  authority  of  the  United  States  properly  established  a  provisional 
Qovernment,  which  ordained  laws  and  instituted  a  judicial  system;  all  of  which 
continued  in  force  after  the  termination  of  the  war,  and  until  modified  by  the 
direct  legislation  of  Congress,  or  by  the  Territorial  Gk)vemment  established  by 
its  authority. 

A  suit  brought  in  a  court  established  by  the  provisional  Government  was  properly 
transferred  to  a  court  created  by  the  act  of  Congress  establishing  the  Territoiy 
of  New  Mexico,  the  jurisdiction  of  which  was  fixed  by  a  Territorial  statute. 

The  laws  of  the  provisional  Government  authorized  an  attachment  against  the 
property  of  a  debtor,  in  cases  in  which  a  party  claiming  to  be  a  creditor,  upon  a 
petition  and  affidavit,  charged  that  his  debtor  had  fraudulently  disposed  of  his 
property,  so  as  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud,  his  creditors.  By  the  same  law,  an 
Issae  was  directed  to  be  tried  upon  the  petition  and  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff; 
vpon  which  issue,  if  the  finding  sustained  the  petition  and  affidavit,  the  plain- 
tiff was  authorized  to  proceed  to  the  proof  of  his  debt;  if  the  finding  was  against 
the  charge  in  the  petition,  the  attachment  was  to  be  dismissed.  These  proceed- 
ings with  reference  to  the  attachment  are  in  their  nature  proceedings  in  abate- 
ment, and  are  not  final  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
reviewed  upon  writ  of  error  in  this  court. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico. 
The  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Gushmg  and  Mr.  OHlet  for  the  plaintifi 
in  error,  ana  by  Mr.  Polk  for  the  defendant. 

The  counsel  upon  both  sides  argued  the  case  upon  its  merits; 
but  as  it  went  on  upon  a  question  of  pleading,  these  arguments 
are  omitted. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  case  is  brought  before  this  court  upon  a  writ  of  error 
to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  >iew  Mexico. 
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Upon  the  acquisition,  in  the  year  1846,  bj  the  anns  of  the 
United  States,  of  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico,  the  civil  Gov- 
ernment of  this  Territory  having  been  overthrown,  the  officer, 
General  Kearney,  holding  possession  for  the  United  States,  in 
virtue  of  the  power  of  conquest  and  occupancv,  and  in  obedi- 
ence to  the  duty  of  maintaining  the  security  of  the  inhabitants 
in  their  persons  and  property,  ordained,  under  the  sanction  and 
authority  of  the  United  States,  a  provisional  or  temporary  Gov 
ernment  for  the  acquired  country.  By  this  substitution  of  a 
new  supremacy,  although  the  former  political  relations  of  the 
inhabitants  were  dissolved,  their  private  relations,  their  rights 
vested  under  the  Government  ot  their  former  allegiance,  or 
those  arising  firom  contract  or  usage,  remained  in  full  force 
and  unchanged,  except  so  far  as  they  were  in  their  nature  and 
character  found  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States,  or  with  any  regulations  which  the 
conquering  and  occupying  authority  should  ordain.  Amongst 
the  consequences  which  would  be  necessarily  incident  to  tne 
change  of  sovereignty,  would  be  the  appointment  or  control  of 
the  agents  by  whom  and  the  modes  in  which  the  Government 
of  the  occupant  should  be  administered — this  result  being  in- 
dispensable, in  order  to  secure  those  objects  for  which  such  a 
Government  is  usually  established. 

This  is  the  princijple  of  the  law  of  nations,  as  expounded  by 
the  hiffhest  authorities.  In  the  case  of  The  Fama,  in  the  6th 
of  Eobinson's  Rep.,  p.  106,  Sir  William  Scott  declares  it  to  be 
"the  settled  principle  of  the  law  of  nations,  that  the  inhabitants 
of  a  conquered  territory  change  their  allegiance,  and  their  re- 
lation to  their  former  sovereign  is  dissolved ;  but  their  relictions 
to  each  other,  and  their  rights  of  property  not  taken  from  ^em 
by  the  orders  of  the  conqueror,  remain  undisturbed."  So,  too, 
it  is  laid  down  by  Vattel,  book  3d,  cap.  18,  sec.  200,  that  "the 
conqueror  lays  his  hands  on  the  possessions  of  the  State,  whilst 
private  persons  are  permitted  to  retain  theirs;  they  suffer  but 
indirectly  by  the  war,  and  to  thera  the  result  is,  that  they  only 
change  masters."  In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Perchi- 
man,  7  Peters,  pp.  86,  87,  this  court  have  said:  "It  may  be 
not  unworthy  oi  remark,  that  it  is  very  unusual,  even  in  cases 
of  conquest,  for  the  conqueror  to  do  more  than  to  displace  the 
sovereign,  and  assume  dominion  over  the  country.  The  mod- 
ern usage  of  nations,  which  has  become  law,  would  be  violated, 
and  that  sense  of  justice  and  right  which  is  acknowledged  and 
telt  by  the  whole  civilized  world  would  be  outraged,  if  private 
property  should  be  generally  confiscated  and  private  rights 
annulled.  The  people  change  their  allegiance  j  their  relation 
to  their  sovereign  is  dissolved;  but  their  relations  to  each  other, 
VOL.  XX.  12 
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and  their  rights  of  property,  remain  undisturhed."  {Vide  also 
the  case  of  Mitchel  v.  The  United  States,  9th  ib.,  711,  and 
Kent's  Com.,  vol.  1,  p.  177.) 

Accordingly  we  find  that  there  was  ordained  by  the  provis- 
ional Government  a  judicial  system,  which  created  a  superior 
or  appellate  court,  constituted  of  three  Judges;  and  circuit 
courts,  in  which  the  laws  were  to  be  administered  by  the  judges 
of  the  superior  or  appellate  court,  in  the  circuits  to  which  they 
should  be  respectively  assigned.  By  the  same  authority,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Courts  to  be  held  in  the  several  coun- 
ties was  declared  to  embrace,  let,  all  criminal  cases  that  shall 
not  be  otherwise  provided  by  law ;  and,  2d,  exclusive  original 
jurisdiction  in  all  civil  cases  which  shall  not  be  comizable  be- 
fore the  prefects  and  alcaldes.  ( Vide  Laws  of  New  Mexico, 
Kearney's  Code,  p.  48.)  Of  the  validity  of  these  ordinances 
of  the  provisional  Government  there  is  made  no  question  with 
respect  to  the  period  during  which  the  territory  was  held  by 
the  United  States  as  occupying  conqueror,  and  it  would  seem 
to  admit  of  no  doubt  that  during  the  period  of  their  valid  exist- 
ence and  operation,  these  ordinances  must  have  displaced  and 
superseded  every  previous  institution  of  the  vanquished  or  de- 
posed political  power  which  was  incompatible  with  them.  But 
it  has  been  contended,  that  whatever  may  have  been  the  rights 
of  the  occupying  conqueror  as  sfoch^  these  were  all  terminated 
by  the  termination  of  the  belligerent  attitude  of  the  parties, 
and  that  with  the  close  of  the  contest  every  institution  which 
had  been  overthrown  or  suspended  would  be  revived  and  re-es- 
tablished. The  fallacy  of  this  pretension  is  exposed  by  the 
fact,  that  the  territory  never  was  relinquished  by  the  conqueror, 
nor  restored  to  its  original  condition  or  allegiance,  but  was  re- 
tained by  the  occupant  until  possession  was  matured  into  abso- 
lute permanent  dominion  and  sovereignty;  and  this,  too,  under 
the  settled  purpose  of  the  United  States  never  to  relinquish 
the  possession  acquired  by  arms.  We  conclude,  therefore,  that 
the  ordinances  and  institutions  of  the  provisional  Government 
would  be  revoked  or  modified  by  the  United  States  alone, 
either  by  direct  legislation  on  the  part  of  Congress,  or  by  that 
of  the  Territorial  Government  in  the  exercise  of  powers  dele- 
gated by  Congress.  That  no  power  whatever,  incompatible 
with  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  with  the 
authority  of  the  provisional  Government,  was  retained  by  the 
Mexican  Government,  or  was  revived  under  that  Government, 
from  the  period  at  which  the  possession  passed  to  the  authori- 
ties of  the  United  States. 

Among  the  laws  ordained  by  the  provisional  Government  of 
Kew  Mexico  is  one  conferring  upon  creditors  the  right  of  pro 
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ceeding  by  attachment  in  certain  coses  against  their  debtors, 
and  prescribing  the  instances  in  which,  and  the  modes  by  which, 
this  remedy  may  be  prosecuted. 

This  law  is  contained  in  what  is  called  the  Kearney  Code,  at 
p.  89,  and  is  found  under  the  title  Attachments.  Upon  its 
provisions,  the  case  under  consideration  was  instituted ;  and 
those  provisions,  so  far  as  they  are  pertinent  to  the  questions 
before  us,  will  now  be  examined. 

By  section  Ist,  it  is  declared  that  creditors,  whose  demands 
amount  to  fifty  dollars  or  more,  may  sue  their  debtors  in  the 
Circuit  Court  by  attachment  in  the  following  cases,  to  wit : 

"  1st.  When  the  debtor  is  not  a  resident  of  this  Territory. 

"2d.  When  the  debtor  has  concealed  himself  or  absconded, 
or  absented  himself  from  his  usual  place  of  abode  in  this  Ter- 
ritory, so  that  the  ordinary  process  of  law  cannot  be  passed 
upon  him. 

"8d.  When  the  debtor  is  about  to  remove  his.  property  or 
effects  out  of  this  Territory,  or  lias  frauduleritly  concealed  or  dis- 
posed of  his  property  or  effects^  so  as  to  hinder ^  delay,  or  defraud 
his  creditors." 

It  is  under  the  third  clause  only  of  this  first  section  of  the 
attachment  law,  that  this  case  has  been  or  could  have  been  insti- 
tuted ;  since,  by  a  recurrence  to  the  affidavit  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  attachment,  it  will  be  found  to  state,  that  Leitensaorfer 
&  Co.  have  fraudulently  disposed  of  their  property  and  effects. 
By  the  second  section  of  this  law  it  is  declared,  that  a  creditor, 
wishing  to  sue  his  debtor  by  attachment,  shall  file  in  the  clerk's 
office  of  the  Circuit  Court  a  petition  or  other  lawful  statement, 
with  an  affidavit  of  his  cause  of  action,  and  a  bond,  with  a  con- 
dition to  the  latter  to  prosecute  his  action  with  effect,  and  with- 
out delay,  and  to  refund  all  sums  of  money  that  may  be  adjudged 
to  the  defendant,  and  to  pay  all  damages  that  may  accrue  to 
any  defendant  or  garnishee,  by  reason  of  the  attachment,  or 
any  process  or  judgment  thereon. 

The  third  section  of  this  same  statute  provides,  that  the  affi- 
davit made  by  the  plaintiff  shall  state  mat  the  defendant  is 
justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  after  allowing  all  just  discounts, 
in  a  sum  to  be  stated!^  in  tiie  affidavit,  and  on  what  account; 
and  shall  also  state  that  the  affiant  has  good  reason  to  believe, 
and  does  believe,  the  existence  of  one  or  more  of  the  causes 
which,  according  to  the  provision  of  the  first  section,  will  en- 
title the  plaintiff  to  sue  by  attachment.  (See  collection  of  the 
I  Laws  of  New  Mexico,  comprising  the  Kearney  Code,  p.  89.) 

I  With  the  requisites  of  the  aforegoing  provisions  of  the  statute, 

'  it  appears,  by  the  record,  that  the  plaintiff  below,  the  defend* 

ant  in  error  here,  formally  and  regularly  complied. 
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The  sixteenth  section  of  the  statute  enacts,  that  '4n  all  casM 
when  property  or  effects  shall  be  attached,  the  defendant  may, 
at  the  court  to  which  the  writ  is  returnable,  put  in  his  answer 
without  oath,  denyinff  the  truth  of  any  material  fact  contained 
in  the  affidavit;  to  which  the  plaintiff  may  reply.  A  trial  of 
tiie  truth  of  the  affidavit  shall  be  had  at  the  same  term;  and 
on  such  trial*,  the  plaintiff  shall  be  held  to  prove  the  existence 
of  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  affidavit,  as  the  ground  of  the  attach- 
ment; and  if  the  issue  shall  be  found  for  him,  the  cause  shall 
proceed;  but  if  it  be  found  for  the  defendant,  the  cause  shall 
oe  dismissed  at  the  costs  of  the  plaintiff" 

At  the  October  term,  1849,  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Ter- 
ritory, established  by  the  Kearney  Code,  the  defendants  in  the 
attaclunent  appeared  and  filed  a  demurrer  to  the  petition,  and 
at  this  point  terminated  the  proceedings  had  in  this  cause  in 
the  court  last  mentioned.  By  subsequently  tendering  and  join- 
ing in  an  issue  in  the  District  Court  of  the  Territory,  in  bar  of 
the  plaintiff's  right  of  recoveiy,  the  defendants  must  be  con 
sidered  as  having  waived  the  demurrer  interposed  by  them  in 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  provisional  Government,  and  there 
appears  not  to  have  been  a  joinder  in  the  demurrer,  nor  any 
oraer  whatever  taken  with  respect  to  it. 

On  the  9th  day  of  September,  1860,  was  approved  the  act  of 
Congress  establishing  the  Territorial  Government  for  the  Ter- 
ritorv  of  New  Mexico.  ( Vide  Stat,  at  Large,  vol.  9,  p.  446.) 
By  this  act,  commonly  distinguished  as  the  Or^nic  Law,  the 
legislative  and  judicial  powers  of  the  Territorial  Government 
are  provided  and  defined,  to  have  effect  from  the  passage  of 
that  act.  The  former,  (the  legislative  power,)  vide  sec.  7,  it  is 
declared,  shall  extend  to  all  rightful  subjects  of  legislation  not 
inconsistent  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the 
act  of  Congress  above  mentioned.  The  latter,  (the  judicial 
power,)  vide  sec.  10,  shall  be  vested  in  a  Supreme  Court,  in  Dis- 
trict Courts,  and  in  justices  of  the  peace.  That  the  Supreme 
Court  shall  consist  of  a  chief  justice  and  two  associate  justices, 
any  two  of  whom  shall  form  a  quorum ;  that  the  said  Terri- 
tory shall  be  divided  into  three  judicial  districts,  and  a  District 
Court  shall  be  held  in  each  of  said  districts  by  one  of  the  ius- 
tices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  at  such  time  and  place  as  shall  be 
piescribed  by  bw.  And  it  is  further  declared,  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  several  courts,  as  therein  provided  for,  both  ap- 
Eellate  and  original,  and  thatof  the  justices  of  the  peace,  shall 
e  as  limited  by  law. 

On  the  19th  day  of  September,  1861,  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  first  judicial  district,  created  by  the 
act  of  Congress,  being  then  in  session,  the  plaintiff  in  the  attach- 
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ment  moved  the  court  for  leave  to  file  therein  the  papers  and 
proceedings  in  that  case,  and  that  the  same  might  be  made  a 
part  of  the  recoitis  of  the  District  Court ;  and  it  was  thereupon 
ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  case  be  entered  upon  its  docKet. 
Objection  was  made  by  the  defendants  to  the  transfer  of  this 
case  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  provisional  Government, 
{ride  Kearney  Code,)  to  the  District  Court  created  by  Congress, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  Legislative  Assembly  had  no  powei 
to  authorize  such  a  transfer.  This  objection  was  overruled  by 
the  District  Court,  and  exception  was  taken  to  its  decision. 

Afterwards,  viz :  on  the  26th  of  March,  1862,  the  defendants 
in  the  attachment  so  far  submitted  themselves  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  District  Court,  as  to  plead  to  the  averments  in  the 
petition  and  affidavit,  and  to  pray  judgment  of  the  action,  be- 
cause they  say  that  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
viz :  on  the  30th  dav  of  July,  1849,  the  defendants  had  not 
fraudulently  disposed  of  their  property,  so  as  to  hinder,  delay, 
and  defraud  their  creditors.  And  again,  at  the  same  term  of 
the  said  District  Court,  the  defendants,  upon  affidavits  made 
by  them  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  sureties  in  the  bond  filed  bj 
the  plaintift'  in  the  attachment,  applied  for  and  obtained  from 
that  court  an  order  for  further  security,  which  security  was, 
upon  the  said  application  and  order,  given  by  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  1st  day  of  October,  1852,  tnis  cause  was,  upon  the 
pei-ition  and  affidavit,  the  plea  of  the  defendants,  and  the  evi- 
dence produced  by  the  parties,  submitted  to  a  jury,  who  found 
that  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  was  true ;  whereupon  it  was 
considered  and  ordered  by  the  court  that  the  cause  should  pro- 
ceed, and  that  the  defendants  should  plead  to  the  merits  of  the 
Slaintiff'^s  demand;  and  the  defendants  having  pleaded  that 
ley  did  not  promise  and  undertake  as  the  plaintiff  had  charged 
them,  and  upon  this  last  issue  the  cause  having  been  commit- 
ted to  a  jury,  they  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assessed  his  dam- 
ages at  ten  thousand  three  hundred  and  thirty  dollars  and 
twenty-five  cents.  After  the  finding  of  the  juries  upon  both 
the  issues  in  this  case,  motions  were  made,  first  for  a  new  trial, 
and  secondly  for  an  arrest  of  judgment,  both  of  which  motions 
were  overruled.  As  these  were  motions  submitted  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  determined  by  it  upon  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances not  fully  disclosed  upon  this  record,  it  would  be 
improper  in  this  court,  and  in  conflict  with  its  settled  rule  of 
action,  to  overrule  or  even  to  canvass  the  decision  of  the  court 
which  overruled  these  motions. 

In  the  objection  which  was  taken  to  the  power  of  the  Legis- 
lative Assembly  to  transfer  the  cognizance  of  causes  previously 
pending  under  the  laws  of  the  provisional  Government  to  th# 
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courts  created  by  the  act  of  Confess  establishing  the  Territory 
of  New  Mexico,  we  can  perceive  no  force.  It  was,  undoubt- 
edly, within  the  competency  of  Congress  either  to  define  di- 
rectly, by  their  own  act,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  created 
by  them,  or  to  delegate  the  authority  requisite  for  that  purpose 
to  the  Territorial  Government;  and  by  either  proceeding,  to 
permit  or  to  deny  the  transfer  of  any  legitimate  power  or  juris- 
diction previously  exercised  by  the  courts  of  the  provisional 
Government,  to  the  tribunals  of  the  Government  they  were 
about  to  substitute  for  the  Territory,  in  lieu  of  the  temporary 
or  provisional  Government.  This  power  we  consider  was,  in 
fact,  delegated  by  Congress  to  the  Territorial  Government  by 
the  seventh  section  of  the  act  of  1850,  which  declares,  that 
"the  le^slative  power  of  the  Territory  shall  extend  to  all  right- 
ful subjects  of  legislation  consistent  with  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  and  with  this  act;"  and  by  the  tenth  section 
of  the  act,  which,  after  ordaining  a  Supreme  Court,  District 
and  Probate  Courts,  and  justices  of  the  peace,  and  after  divi- 
ding the  Territory  into  three  judicial  districts,  and  directing  a 
District  Court  to  be  held  in  each  district,  by  one  of  the  judges 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  goes  on  to  declare,  that  "the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  several  courts  therein  provided  for,  both  appellate 
and  original,  and  that  of  the  Probate  Courts,  and  of  justices  of 
the  peace,  shall  be  as  limited  by  law." 

The  inquiry  regularly  suggested  by^  these  provisions  of  the 
act  of  Congress,  is  not  whether  they  invested  the  Legislative 
Assembly  with  authority  to  prescribe  the  subjects  for  the  cog- 
nizance of  the  courts  created  by  that  act— of  this  there  can  be 
no  doubt — ^but  whether  the  authority  delegated  to  that  Assem- 
bly has  been  in  facty  and  to  what  extent^  exerted  with  reference 
to  controversies  previously  in  litigation  in  the  courts  of  the 
provisional  Government,  and  to  subjects  of  controversy  sub- 
sequently arising. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  above  quoted, 
the  Legislative  Assembly  have,  in  several  instances,  prescribed 
the  powers  and  duties  of  the  Territorial  courts,  and,  amone 
others,  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  that  Assembly,  passed 
on  the  12th  of  July,  1851;  by  which  section  it  is  declared,  that 
the  Districi  Courts  shall  have  original  jurisdiction  in  all  cases, 
civil  and  criminal,  in  which  the  jurisdiction  is  not  specially 
delegated  to  some  other  court;  and  by  the  second  section  of 
the  act  of  the  Assembly,  approved  on  the  14th  of  July,  1861, 
expressly  providing,  "tnat  all  bonds,  writs,  and  processes,  which 
have  remained  in  force,  shall  be  carried  to  a  final  decision  in 
the  courts  established  by  the  Legislative  Assembly,  to  the  same 
^ert  as  they  would  have  been  in  the  courts  previously  existing/' 
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As  the  Legislative  Assembly  possessed  no  power  to  orcanize 
or  create  courts  diiFering  from  those  created  by  the  act  of  Con- 
eress,  which  act  had  divided  the  Territory  into  districts,  and 
nad  designated  the  courts  which  should  be  vested  either  with 
appellate  or  original  jurisdiction,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that 
by  an  act  of  the  Legislative  Assembly,  designed  to  jjreserve 
and  to  prevent  the  diBcontinnance  of  rights  in  litigation  sub 
sisting  in  the  courts  of  the  provisional  Government,  the  distri 
bution  of  the  cognizance  of  those  rights  was  intended  to  be 
made  to  courts  corresponding  in  their  jurisdiction  with  the  tri- 
bunals of  the  provisional  Government. 

Such  appears  to  have  been  the  interpretation,  by  the  judges 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory,  of  the  acts  of  the  Legis- 
lative Assembly,  and  by  which  interpretation  they  have  recog- 
nised the  transfer  of  causes  pending  in  the  Circuit  Courts  of 
the  provisional  Government,  for  final  decision,  to  the  Disiricl 
Courts  under  the  Territorial  Government;  and  although  there 
is  some  obscurity  in  the  language  of  the  Territorial  statutes 
on  this  subject,  yet  the  reasonableness  of  their  interpretation 
by  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  District  Courts  of  the  Territory 
commends  it  to  our  approval,  and  its  adoption  conforms  to  the 
rule  of  this  court,  by  which  it  has  followed  the  construction 
of  local  statutes  established  by  the  highest  judicial  authority 
of  the  community  for  whose  government  they  are  enacted. 

At  the  trial  of  the  issue  joined  upon  the  verity  and  effect  ol 
the  affidavit,  the  plaintifi'  in  the  attachment,  to  maintain  that 
issue,  on  his  part,  produced  in  evidence  and  proved  the  execu- 
tion of  an  assignment,  by  which  Leitensdorfer  had  conveyed 
all  his  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  and  all  his  property  and 
effects,  of  the  late  firm  of  Leitensdorfer  &  Co.  Also,  an  instru- 
ment executed  at  the  same  time,  by  Joab  Houghton,  the  other 
member  of  the  firm,  whereby  he  authorized  uie  assignees  of 
Leitensdorfer  &  Co.  to  use  and  sign  his  name  in  any  way  that 
it  might  be  necessary  for  them  to  use  it  in  settling  the  busi- 
ness of  the  late  firm  of  Leitensdorfer  &  Co.  By  the  deed 
from  Leitensdorfer,  certain  creditors  to  the  amount  of  between 
twenty  and  thirbr  thousand  dollars  were  preferred,  besides  all 
/Bums  of  money  aue  by  Leitensdorfer  &  Co.  for  simple  deposits 
or  money  loaned  without  interest;  after  which,  the  general 
creditors  were  to  be  paid  pro  rata,  from  whatever  might  be  col- 
lected, until  the  assets  should  be  exhausted.  There  was  no 
inventory  of  assets,  nor  any  schedule  of  debts  due  by  said 
Leitensdorfer,  attached  to  or  accompanying  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment. The  deed  provided  that  a  fair  and  correct  list  of  the 
liabilities  of  Leitensdorfer  &  Co.,  and  also  a  fair  list,  so  far  as 
eould  be  made,  of  all  the  assets,  was  to  be  made  within  ten 
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days  after  signine  the  deed ;  within  this  period,  an  inventory  i 

of  assets  was  made  ont,  bnt  no  list  of  lisubilities.     Some  per*  * 

sons,  whose  names  were  not  in  the  assignment,  who  had  de- 
posited with  or  loaned  money  without  mterest  to  the  firm, 
were  paid  by  the  assignees,  and  the  deed  was  not  pursued  in  i 

other  respects.    Upon  the  closing  of  the  testimony  on  the  trial  I 

m  the  District  Court,  the  defendants,  the  now  plaintiffs  in  ' 

error,  moved  the  court  for  the  following  instructions  to  the 
jury,  all  of  which  were  refused: 

1.  That  as  the  assignment  was  the  act  of  Leitensdorfer  alone, 
with  which  Houghton  had  nothing  to  do,  the  act  of  one  de- 
fendant would  not  authorize  an  attachment  against  two,  and 
the  verdict  must  be  for  the  defendants. 

2.  That  the  deed  of  assignment  was  not  fraudulent  in  law; 
and  unless  the  jury  find,  fi^m  the  evidence,  that  in  fact,  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  had  good 
reason  to  believe  that  the  defendants  had  fraudulently  dis- 
posed of  their  property  and  effects,  so  as  to  hinder,  delay,  and 
defraud  their  creditors,  they  must  find  tor  the  defendants. 

8.  That  as  the  plaintiff  had  shown  no  title  to  the  note  sued 
on  in  himself,  he  had  no  authority  to  sue,  and  the  jury  must 
find  for  the  defendants. 

The  court  then  instructed  the  jury  that  the  deed  was  fraud- 
ulent in  law,  because  of  the  want  of  a  schedule  thereunto  an- 
nexed of  the  property  and  effects  conveyed  to  the  assignees, 
and  because  of  the  want  of  a  schedule  of  the  preferred  cred- 
itors, and  because  of  a  preference  of  some  creditors;  and  also, 
if  the  iury  found  that  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  had 
fraudulently  disposed  of  their  property  and  effects,  so  as  to 
hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  their  creditors,  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  they  must  find  for  the  plaintifi*. 
That  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  Leitensdorfer,  unaccom- 
panied by  the  proper  schedules,  was  a  fraudulent  disposition 
m  law,  as  aforesaid;  and  that  the  commission  of  a  fraud  in  law 
by  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  without  fraud  in  facij 
or  without  an  intent  to  defraud,  was  a  sufficient  cause  for  the 
attachment  as  the  commission  of  a  fraud  in  fact,  or  with  intent 
to  defraud.  And  also,  that  upon  the  trial  of  this  issue  it  was  . 
not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  himself  a  creditor  of  the 
defendants,  farther  than  is  shown  in  the  affidavit,  to  entitle 
lim  to  a  verdict  in  his  favor  upon  the  issue  of  the  truth  of  the 
affidavit;  but  that  the  sole  issue  was,  whether  the  defendants, 
or  either  of  them,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  had  fraudulently  disposed  of  their  property  and  afiects,  so 
IB  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  their  creditors. 

Upon  the  refusal  by  the  court  of  the  first,  second,  an  i  third 
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prayers  preBonted  by  the  defendants,  and  to  the  granting  of 
the  instractions  prayed  for  by  the  plaintift'  below,  tiie  defend* 
ants  excepted. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  issue  joined  on  the  plea  in  l^ar  to  the 
action,  no  qnestion  of  law  was  raised,  no  exception  taken  to 
any  of  the  proceedings  under  that  issue. 

On  an  appeal  from  the  j  ud^ment  of  the  District  Court  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  of  New  Mexico,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  District  Court  was,  on  the  28th  of  February,  1868^ 
affirmed. 

It  is  obvious,  that  in  the  proceedings  in  the  District  Courts 
neither  the  justice  nor  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  demand 
was  put  in  controversy.  These  were  not  embraced  within  the 
issue  raised  upon  the  petition  and  affidavit  That  issue  related 
onl^  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue  in  a  particular  form  of 
action,  a  right  dependent  upon  his  ability  to  show  the  alleged 
character  of  the  defendants'  acts,  with  respect  to  their  creditors 
generally,  and  not  with  respect  to  the  plaintiff  particularly  or 
exclusively.  The  verity  and  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand were  matters  for  distinct  and  ulterior  investigation.  The 
proceeding,  then,  upon  the  petition  and  affidavit,  was  in  reality 
a  proceeding  in  abatement,  and  not  in  bar  of  the  plaintiff's 
debt  or  right  of  recovery.  This  appears  to  be  a  regular  con- 
clusion from  the  language  of  the  law  of  the  Territory,  and  it 
is  in  accordance  with  the  construction  by  the  courts  of  a  neigh- 
boring State  of  a  law  identical  in  its  provisions  with  the  law 
of  the  Kearney  Code,  and  from  which  law  it  is  not  improbable 
that  the  latter  was  adopted.  {Vide  Missouri  Reports,  vol.  5, 
p.  544;  ib.,  13,  p.  118;  ib.,  14,  p.  600;  ib.,  15,  p.  499.) 

It  is  true,  that  by  the  practice  of  the  State  courts  the  prelim- 
inary proceedings  upon  the  petition  and  affidavit,  and  any  ques* 
tions  of  law  ruled  by  the  courts  in  those  proceedings,  are  carried 
for  review  to  the  tribunals  of  last  resort.  But  this  is  a  practice 
authorized  by  the  States  under  their  peculiar  jurisprudence. 
The  States  possess  an  undoubted  power  to  permit  or  to  require 
of  their  courts  the  re-examination  and  control  of  proceedings 
in  their  own  tribunals,  entirely  interlocutory  in  their  nature. 
The  appellate  or  revisory  power  of  this  court,  as  delined  by 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  is  more  re- 
stricted in  its  extent  than  that  with  which  some  of  the  States 
have  invested  their  courts.  By  the  twenty-second  bection  of 
the  act  of  Congress  to  establish  the  judicial  courts  of  the  United 
States,  it  is  declared  that  Jinal  judgments  and  decrees  in  civil 
actions  and  suits  in  equity  in  a  Circuit  Court,  brought  there 
by  original  process,  or  removed  there  from  the  courts  of  the 
■everal  States,  or  firom  a  District  Court,  where  the  matter  in 
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disppte  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  two  thousand  dollars,  ex* 
elusive  of  costs,  may  be  examined,  and  reversed  or  affirmed, 
in  the  Supreme  Court.  But  there  shall  be  no  reversal  for 
error  in  ruling  any  plea  in  abatement  other  than  a  plea  to  the 
jaiisdiction  of  the  court,  or  such  plea  to  a  petition  or  bill  in 
equity,  as  is  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer. 

From  this  provision  in  the  act  of  Congress  it  follows,  that 
the  preliminary  proceeding  in  the  District  Court  of  the  Terri- 
tory, being  in  its  nature  interlocutory,  and  designed  to  abate 
the  particular  remedy  by  attachment  only,  and  having  no  ap- 
plication to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  a  recovery  of  his  demand, 
or  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Territorial  court,  either  as  to  the 
parties  or  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy,  that  proceed- 
ing comes  not  within  the  appellate  or  revisory  power  of  this 
court 

Upon  the  trial  in  chief,  or  upon  the  merits,  there  appears  to 
have  been  no  question  made,  nor  any  point  reserved  upon  the 
law  or  the  evidence;  the  record  of  this  trial  presents  simply 
the  finding  of  the  jury,  and  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court 
upon  that  finding.  The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Territory  in  sustaining  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court 
must  therefore  be  affirmed. 


Isaac  M.  Fisher,  Appbllaht,  v.  Johk  Haldbman,  Jaoob  8. 
Haldeman,  Richard  J.  Haldbman,  and  Robert  J.  Ross, 
Executors  oe  Jacob  Haldbman,  dbobased,  and  Thomas 
Chambers,  Administrator  db  bonis  non  of  Thomas  Dun- 


Bj  the  lawi  of  Penngjlyania  before  the  Berolntioii,  a  pre-emption  right  to  ifllands 

in  the  Sasquehanna  river  could  not  be  obtained  bj  settlement 
The  courts  of  that  State  have  so  decided,  and  this  court  adopts  their  decision. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  TJnited 
States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Pennsylvania. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Fisher,  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Dela- 
ware, against  the  appellees,  claiming  to  be  the  equitable  owner 
of  an  island  in  the  Susquehanna  river,  and  alleging  that  the 
appellees  had  become  possessed  of  the  legal  title  by  a  scries  of 
finauds.  The  bill  was  quite  voluminous,  occupying  upwards 
of  seventy  pages  of  the  printed  record,  and  then  there  was  an 
amended  bill  of  thirteen  pages  more.  The  substance  of  it,  as 
well  as  the  other  branches  of  the  case,  are  stated  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court  In  September,  1856,  the  Circuit  Court  dismiaeed 
Uie  billy  and  the  complainant  appealed  to  this  oourt 
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It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Fisher  for  the  appellant,  and  by  3fr.  John 
M.  Bead  for  the  appellee. 

The  arguments  of  the  respective  counsel  upon  the  point  on 
which  the  decision  of  the  court  turned  were  as  follows: 

Mr.  Fisher^  in  noticing  the  point  that  the  islands  in  the 
Delaware  and  Susquehanna  were  reserved  as  the  private  prop- 
erty of  the  Penns,  said,  to  meet  the  allegation  of  defendant, 
that  the  islands  in  the  rivers  were  the  private  property  of  the 
Penns,  without  any  warrant  of  appropnation. 

Windmill  Island,  in  front  of  Philadelphia,  is  noticed.  This 
island  was  never  surveyed  for  the  Penns,  nor  for  the  Com- 
monwealth. 

It  was  applied  for,  July  1,  1849,  by  one  Tatham,  under  the 
act  of  1806,  and  Tatham  now  holds  it.  (See  Jones  r.  Tatham, 
8  Har.,  898—410.) 

The  island  in  the  Allegheny  river,  claimed  by  the  parties, 
in  the  case  of  Hunter  v.  Howard,  10  S.  and  R.,  248,  in  which 
his  honor  Judge  Duncan  gave  the  opinion  of  the  court,  was 
claimed  and  is  now  held  under  the  same  act  of  1806. 

There  are  more  than  a  hundred  islands  in  the  various  rivers 
of  Pennsylvania  which  were  never  surveyed  and  returned  for 
the  proprietaries,  under  their  general  warrant  of  October  18, 
1760;  and  all  islands  not  so  surveyed  and  returned  before  the 
4th  of  July,  1776,  were  confiscated  to  the  Commonwealth,  as 
part  of  the  general  mass  of  the  proprietary  estate,  under  the 
fifth  section  of  the  divesting  act  of  1779. 

Islands  were  treated  by  the  proprietary  Government  as  open 
to  settlement  and  improvement  long  after  1760. 

In  the  year  1770,  William  Dunn  settled  on  the  Great  Island 
in  the  W  est  Branch ;  and  the  island,  one  of  the  very  best  in 
the  river,  is  held  under  his  settlement  right  to  this  day. 

The  record  of  his  title  from  the  land  office  will  be  submitted 
at  the  hearing,  under  the  agreement  of  counsel  that  all  papers 
from  the  land  office  shall  be  read  on  the  appeal. 

Previous  to  the  year  1760,  the  proprietaries  had  granted 
many  islands  in  the  Susquehanna  nver  on  common  warrants 
and  common  terms.  Copies  of  these  grants  and  the  survey, 
on  them  are  in  the  record. 

Settlement  Rioht. — ^A  first  settler  holds  his  allowance  of 
land,  800  acres,  against  the  proprietaries,  the  Commonwealth, 
and  all  subsequent  settlers  and  warrantees.  (Gilday  v.  Wat- 
son, 2  S.  and  R.,  410.) 

The  actual  settler  has  always  been  a  favorite  with  the  courts 
and  Legislature  of  Pennsylvania.  (Emory  v.  Spenoer,  11  Har* 
ris,  271.) 
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Before  the  Revolution,  a  settler  was  entitled  to  take  and  hola 
800  acres  against  proprietaries,  warrantees,  and  other  settlers. 
It  was  an  actual,  personal  resident  settlement,  with  a  manifest 
intention  of  making  it  a  place  of  abode,  and  the  means  of  sup- 
i:orting  a  family,  and  continued  from  time  to  time,  unless  in- 
terrupted by  the  enemy.  (Bonnet  v.  Devebaugh,  3  Binney, 
184.) 

Tne  usage  of  the  land  office  bound  the  proprietaries  to  grant 
the  land  to  actual  settlers  on  the  usual  and  common  terms ; 
and  should  the  proprietaries  refuse  to  make  the  grant,  chancery 
would  enforce  it     (Ibid.) 

The  consent  of  the  proprietaries,  in  whatever  way  shown, 
was  sufficient  to  vest  an  equitable  title  in  a  settler,  which  the 
oonrts  would  protect.  (Sergeant's  Land  Law  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, 87.) 

Mr.  Read  for  the  appellees : 

The  civil  law  which  has  pervaded  oonlinental  Europe,  and 
which  took  its  rise  in  a  country  were  there  was  a  tideless  sea, 
recognised  all  rivers  as  navigable  which  were  really  so ;  and 
this  liberal  view  was  adopted  by  the  founder  of  Pennsylvania, 
whose  province  was  intersected  by  large  and  valuable  streams, 
some  of  which  are  a  mile  in  breadth.  This  gave  to  the  pro- 
prietary the  ownership  of  all  the  larger  streams  of  the  Com- 
monwealth, the  riparian  owner  coming  but  to  the  low-water 
mark.  The  river  includes  what  is  in  the  river,  whether  a])ove 
the  water  or  under  it  (Carson  v.  Blazer,  2  Binn.,  473;  Fisher 
»•  Garter,  1  Wallace,  jr.,  70.) 

This  policy  was  eariy  developed  in  the  instructions  given 
by  William  renn,  before  he  left  England,  to  three  commis- 
sioners for  the  settling  of  the  colony,  in  which  he  said:  "Let 
no  islands  be  disposed  of  to  anybody,  but  let  things  remain 
as  tliey  were,  in  that  respect,  till  J  come."  (Hazard's  An.,  630.) 
And  in  after-times  the  proprietaries  appropriated  them  to  their 
own  use  by  special  warrants.  Thus,  n*om  the  first  settlement 
of  the  country,  these  islands  were  withdrawn  from  appropriation. 
(1  Wallace,  jr.,  70.) 

In  Carson  v.  Blazer,  2  Binn,  477,  decided  on  2d  June,  1810, 
Chief  Justice  Tilghman  said:  "But  the  common-law  principle 
concerning  rivers,  even  if  extended  to  America,  would  not 
apply  to  such  a  river  as  the  Susquehanna,  which  is  a  mile  wide, 
and  runs  several  hundred  miles  through  a  rich  country,  and 
which  is  navigable  and  is  actually  navigated  by  large  boats. 
If  such  a  river  nad  existed  in  England,  no  such  law  would  ever 
have  been  applied  to  it  Their  streams,  in  which  the  tide  doet 
not  ebl  and  flow,  are  small. 
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^  ^Bat  there  is  another  objection  to  the  adoption  of  this  prin- 
ciple. The  common  law  gives  to  each  proprietor  one-haif  of 
the  river  adjoining  his  shore;  and  if  this  doctrine  is  appliid  to 
the  Bosqnehanna,  everv  owner  of  the  bank  must  own  all  the 
islands  nearest  to  that  bank — a  right  never  contended  for. 

"The  common-law  principle  is,  in  fact,  that  the  owners  of 
the  banks  have  no  right  to  the  water  of  navigable  rivers.  Now, 
the  SusquehaDna  is  a  uavi^ble  river,  and  therefore  the  owners 
of  its  banks  have  no  such  right.  It  is  said,  however,  that  some 
of  the  cases  assert,  that  by  navigable  rivers  are  meant  rivers  in 
which  there  is  no  flow  or  reflow  of  the  tide.  This  definition 
may  be  very  proper  in  England,  where  there  is  no  river  of  con- 
siderable importance  as  to  navigation,  which  has  not  a  flow  of 
the  tide;  but  it  would  be  higluy  unreasonable  when  applied 
to  our  larger  rivers,  such  as  the  Ohio,  Allegheny,  Delaware, 
Schuylkill,  or  Susquehanna  and  its  branches." 

William  Penn,  the  proprietaiy  and  Governor  of  Pennsyl- 
vania in  1683,  in  speaking  of  the  new  city  of  Philadelphia, 
uses  this  emphatic  language : 

^'  The  situation  is  a  nock  of  land,  and  lieth  between  two  nav 
igable  rivers,  Delaware  and  Schuylkill,  whereby  it  hath  two 
fronts  on  the  water — each  a  mile — and  two  from  river  to  river. 
Delaware  is  a  glorious  river;  but  Schuylkill  being  a  hundred 
miles  boatable  above  the  falls,  and  its  course  northeast  towards 
the  fountain  of  Susquehanna,  that  tends  to  the  heart  of  the 
province,  and  both  sides  our  own,  it  is  like  to  be  a  great  part 
of  the  settlement  of  this  i^e.**  (Lowber's  Ordinances  of  the 
City  of  Philadelphia,  p.  289.) 

In  Hunter  v.  Howard,  10  Sergeant  and  Rawle,  245,  decided 
on  26th  September,  1823,  the  opinion  of  the  court,  consisting 
of  Judges  Gibson  and  Duncan,  was  delivered  by  JudM  Dun- 
can, wno  had  argued  the  case  of  Carson  t?.  Blazer.  The  court 
say,  "Islands  in  the  great  rivers  of  Pennsylvania,  under  the 
provincial  Government,  were  never  the  subjects  of  appropriatioUy 
eiiher  by  office  right  or  settlement.  The  proprietaries  appropria- 
ted them  to  their  own  use  by  special  warrants.  This,  from  the 
consideration  of  the  supposed  superior  nature,  either  from  the 
quality  of  the  soil,  or  the  benefit  of  fisheries.  The  State  has 
pursued  the  same  poUcg.  When  the  land  oflice  was  opened,  ou 
the  8th  April,  1785,  for  the  sale  of  the  residue  of  the  waste 
lands,  shortly  before  purchased  from  the  natives  by  the  State, 
it  is  provided,  *  That  all  islands  within  the  bed  of  the  river  Sus- 

auehanna,  and  of  the  east  and  west  branches  thereof,  and  of 
iie  rivers  Ohio  and  Allegheny  (and  Delaware,')  are  excepted 
and  reserved.  And  the  said  islands  ma^  be  sold  by  special 
Ofder  of  the  President  or  Vice  President,  m  council,  concerning 
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each  of  them,  by  public  sale  or  otherwise,  far  the  best  prices  thai 
can  be  gotten  for  the  same  (islands,)  and  aU  occupancy^  and  evert, 
survey^  claim^  or  pretence^  for  holding  the  same  islands  by  any  other 
txtU^  shall  be  utterly  void.'*  (See  13th  sec.  act  8th  April,  1785; 
2  Smith's  Laws  of  Pennsylvania,  p.  822.) 

"Thus,"  say  the  court,  "from  the  first  settlement  of  the 
country,  we  see  these  islands  were  withdrawn  from  appropri- 
ation at  the  general  prices  of  other  land,  but  each  was  to  be 
sold  as  an  individual  would  sell  his  own  land,  for  the  best 
prices.  This  act  may  be  called  the  Magna  Ckarta,  the  founda- 
tion of  all  titles  to  lands  in  that  purchase,*' 

"It  has  been  modified  with  respect  to  islands;  but  still  the 
Legislature  kept  in  view  the  sale  of  the  islands  at  a  full  and 
fair  price,  by  the  act  of  6th  March,  1798,  (8  Smith's  Laws,  p. 
98,)  directing  the  sale  of  certain  islands  in  the  river  Susque- 
hanna. This  act  gave  a  pre-emption  right  to  improvers  for 
three  years,  directed  the  board  of  property  to'ascertain  the  just 
value,  provided  that  the  lowest  pnce  to  be  fixed  by  them  shall 
not  be  less  than  ei^ht  dollars  per  acre.  Then  came  the  act  of 
27th  January,  1806,  (4  Smith's  Laws,  p.  206,)  which  gives  rise 
to  the  present  controversy,  directing  the  sale  of  islands  in  the 
rivers  Delaware,  Ohio,  and  Allegheny.  This  act  gives  the  im- 
prover the  ri^ht  of  pre-emption  for  three  years,  and  makes 
special  provision  how  the  value  shall  be  ascertained :  the  offi- 
cers of  the  land  office  shall  appoint,  on  an  application  made  for 
an  island,  three  disinterested  men,  who  shall  value  the  same 
on  their  oaths,  and  shall  certify  the  value  to  the  secretary  of 
the  land  office,  who  shall  thereupon  issue  a  warrant  to  such 
applicant,  &c.  The  act  declares  that  the  pre-emption  right 
shall  be  vested  in  the  actual  settler  or  improver  for  the  term  of 
three  years;  and  that,  after  the  expiration  of  that  time,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  Commonwealth  to  grant  such  improved  island 
to  the  first  who  shall  apply  for  the  same,  subject  to  the  regular 
tions  and  provisions  contained  in  the  act." 

In  Shrunk  v.  Schuylkill  Navigation  Company,  14  Sergeant 
and  Rawle,  p.  71,  decided  on  April  10th,  1826,  after  argument 
by  the  ablest  counsel  of  the  day.  Chief  Justice  Tilghman  said, 
(p.  79,)  after  enumerating  the  principal  rivers  of  the  State, 
"Now,  with  us,  it  has  never  been  supposed,  from  the  earliest 
times  to  the  present  moment,  that  the  owners  of  land  on  the 
bank  had  the  riffht  of  property  in  the  soil  to  the  middle  of  the 
river  in  front  of  their  land;  because  if  they  had,  they  would 
have  a  right  to  the  islands  also,  contrary  to  universal  opinion 
and  practice.  These  islands  have  never  been  open  to  appUoanis 
undei  the  common  terms  of  office,  either  under  the  proprietary  or 
Stais  Ghvemment^  but  have  always  been  sold  on  special  contract^  and 
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for  h^her  prices  than  common;  whereas,  the  lands  on  the  hanks 
of  rivers  have  always  heen  open  to  the  public,  on  the  usual 
tenns,  and  at  the  usual  prices.  For  a  particular  account  of  the 
manner  in  which  islands  have  been  granted,  I  refer  to  the  case 
of  Hunter  v.  Howard,  10  Sergeant  and  Rawle,  248. 

"  As  for  the  soil  over  which  our  great  rivers  flow,  it  has  never 
been  granted  to  any  one,  either  by  William  Penn  or  his  suc- 
cessors, or  the  State  Government." 

In  this  very  case,  on  the  common-law  side  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  reported  in  1  Wallace,  jr.,  Rep.,  p.  69,  under  the  name 
of  Fisher  v.  Carter,  the  late  Judge  Baldwin,  one  of  the  very 
ablest  land  lawyers  in  the  State,  held,  on  the  8th  November, 
1848,  that  at  no  time  in  the  history  of  Pennsylvania,  neither 
before  October  18th,  1760,  nor  since,  have  islands  in  her  great 
rivers  been  open  to  settlement  on  the  same  terms  with  fast  land 
generally.     They  could  be  settled  only  on  agreed  terms. 

The  case  is  worthy  of  attentive  perusal,  as  all  the  evidence 
contained  in  the  present  record,  with  the  exception  of  some 
immaterial  matters,  was  before  the  court,  passed  upon  by  them, 
and  would  have  been  settled  by  the  jury  definitively,  except 
that  the  plaintiff  suffered  a  nonsuit.  Judge  Baldwin's  tribute 
to  Chief  Justice  Tilghman  is  peculiarly  just  and  appropriate. 
(Poee  88.) 

Mr.  Bead  then  referred  to  and  commented  upon  the  follow- 
ing cases— Johns  v.  Davidson,  4  Harris,  512,  decided  in  1851 ; 
Jones  V.  Tatham,  8  Harris,  898,  decided  in  April,  1858;  Ser- 
geant's Land  Laws  of  Pennsylvania,  198,  194;  Rundle  v.  Del- 
aware and  Raritan  Canal  Company,  14  How.,  80 ;  1  Wallace, 
jr.,  274— and  then  traced  the  title  of  the  appellees  from  1760 
down  to  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Justice  GBIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  appellant  filed  his  bill  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Pennsylvania,  claiming  to  be 
the  equitable  owner  of  an  island  in  the  Susquehanna  river, 
containing  about  seven  hundred  acres,  and  praying  that  the 
respondents  may  be  decreed  to  surrender  to  him  the  possession 
of  the  same,  to  deliver  up  their  deeds  and  muniments  of  title, 
and  account  for  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits. 

In  order  to  ascertain  the  questions  involved  in  the  ^ase,  it 
will  not  be  necessary  to  give  an  abstract  of  the  bill  or  specify 
the  allegations  of  the  answer.  A  brief  statement  of  some  of 
the  admitted  facts  and  charges  of  the  bill  will  suffice. 

It  commences  the  history  of  the  case  with  the  first  charter 
to  and  immigration  of  William  Penn,  the  proprietor  of  Penn* 
sylvania.    But  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  go  farther  back 
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than  the  year  1760.  In  that  year,  the  proprietors,  claiming  that 
the  iBlands  in  the  Susquehanna  and  other  navigable  streams 
were  their  private  property,  had  them  surveyed  and  returned 
as  such. 

About  the  year  1798,  the  persons  under  whom  complainant 
claims  were  found  by  the  agent  of  the  proprietors  in  possession 
of  the  island,  and  claiming  a  right,  from  their  long  occupancy, 
to  a  pre-emr>tion  right  as  settlers.  They  had  occupied  parts 
of  the  islana  as  far  back  as  1749  or  1750,  some  ten  years  before 
the  proprietors  had  surveyed  it;  and  though  not  in  possession 
at  that  time,  had  afterwards  returned.  They  were  told  by  the 
agent  for  the  Penns,  that  they  had  no  title,  and  if  they  wanted 
a  legal  title  they  must  purchase  from  the  Penns,  and  that 
islands  never  haa  been  subject  to  be  taken  up  by  settlement, 
as  the  other  proprietary  lands.  These  occupants  refused  or 
neglected  or  were  unable  to  purchase;  and  about  the  year 
1800,  Thomas  Duncan  purchased  from  the  agents  of  the  Penns. 
Finding  these  occupants  on  the  land,  he  told  them  they  had 
no  title;  that  islands  had  never  been  open  to  pre-emption  by 
settlement,  and  that  he  was  the  purchaser  from  the  Penns  of 
the  legal  title.  He  demanded  the  possession  of  them,  offering 
to  pay  them  the  value  of  their  improvements,  and  for  a  release 
of  their  claim.  They  accordingly  released  their  claim,  gave 
up  their  possession,  and  received  a  consideration  in  money 
from  Mr.  Duncan,  of  about  twenty  shillings  an  acre.  Mr. 
Duncan  then  took  possession,  and  he  and  those  claiming  un- 
der him  have  had  possession  from  that  day  to  this,  over  fifly 
years. 

In  Pennsylvania,  occupants  or  settlers  on  land  are  never 
considered  as  holding  adversely  to  the  proprietors,  or  to  the 
State,  their  successor.  Where  the  land  was  subject  to  pre- 
emption in  favor  of  settlers,  those  who  had  obtained  an  equity 
by  virtue  of  such  a  settlement  or  improvement,  had  a  good 
title  as  against  subsequent  purchasers.  But  until  they  paid 
the  purchase-money,  and  obtained  their  patent  or  deed  from 
the  proprietor,  no  length  of  possession  authorized  a  presump- 
tion of  the  payment  thereof,  or  of  a  grant  as  against  the  pro- 
prietors or  State. 

In  order,  therefore,  to  evade  the  effect  of  the  release  by  the 
occupants,  and  the  surrender  of  their  possession  to  Mr.  Dun- 
can, who  held  the  admitted  legal  bill,  the  bill  charges : 

1.  That  Edmund  Physic  and  John  R.  Coats,  the  agents  of 
the  Penns,  combined  and  conspired  with  Thomas  Duncan  to 
defraud  the  settlers  of  their  title  to  this  island. 

2.  That  this  fraud  consisted  in  the  assertion  that  ^^  islands 
had  never  been  subject  to  be  appropriated  as  other  proprietaxy 
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^  lands,  by  settlement  or  location,  but  were  treated  as  the  private 

,.  property  of  the  Penns,  and,  as  such,  sold  by  special  contract 

d  only-" 

8.  That  the  persons  in  possession,  believing  such  to  be  the 
^  law,  surrendered  their  possession  and  released  their  claim, 

whatever  it  mi^ht  be,  to  Thomas  Duncan,  for  the  consideration 
of  twenty  shillings  an  acre,  which  was  much  less  than  the  ful] 
value  of  the  land. 

4.  That  this  representation,  with  regard  to  the  custom  or 
traditionaiT  law  of  the  province  of  Pennsylvania,  was  not  true, 
and  that  Mr.  Duncan  must  have  known  it  to  be  so,  and  there- 

I  fore  made  a  false  representation  of  the  law  to  the  settlers. 

5.  That  the  falsehood  of  this  representation  was  not  discov- 
ered till  1822. 

6.  That  suits  were  then  instituted,  in  which  the  judgments 
were  against  the  title  of  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  erroneous 
or  unjust  decisions  of  the  courts. 

Without  noticing  the  objections  to  this  bill  on  account  of 
staleness,  and  the  defence  that  Haldeman  is  a  purchaser  for 
valuable  consideration  without  notice,  it  is  plain  that  the  whole 
foundation  and  superstructure  of  the  case  rests  on  this  assump- 
tion, to  wit:  "That  in  1749,  by  the  law  of  the  land,  a  pre- 
emption right  to  islands  in  the  Susquehanna  river  could  be 
obtained  by  settlement."  If  this  be  not  so,  the  plaintiff's  case 
fells  to  the  ground,  and  the  numerous  other  objections  to  this 
bill  need  not  be  noticed. 

Now,  this  is  a  question  of  fact,  depending  on  the  history  and 
traditions  of  the  province  of  Pennsylvania,  of  which  the  de- 
cisions of  her  own  courts  are  the  best  evidence,  and  conclusive 
on  this  court.  The  order  of  survey  of  1760,  by  which  the 
islands  of  the  Susquehanna,  and  this  among  others,  were  ap- 
propriated to  the  private  use  of  the  proprietors,  together  with 
the  manors  reserved,  is  itaelf  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  pro- 
prietors never  considered  these  islands  as  open  to  settlement 
as  other  lands.  And  this  inference  is  fully  confirmed  by  the 
instructions  given  by  William  Penn,  before  he  left  England, 
to  the  three  commissioners  for  the  settling  of  the  colony,  in 
which  he  said :  "  Let  no  islands  be  disposed  of  to  anybody,  but 
let  things  remain  as  they  were,  in  that  respect,  till  I  come." 
(Hazard's  An.,  5S0.) 

The  State  of  Pennsylvania,  by  what  was  called  the  "  divesting 
act,*'  assumed,  for  a  certain  consideration,  all  the  proprietary 
rights  of  the  Penns  over  the  colony,  as  distinguished  from  their 

Envate  rights  of  property,  and  pursued  the  same  policy  which 
ad  been  adopted  by  them  as  to  islands  in  navigable  rivers. 
The  act  of  18th  April,  1785,  orders  islands  in  the  new  purchaso 
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to  be  sold  for  the  best  prices  that  can  be  gotten  for  the  same, 
and  declares,  "all  occupancy  and  every  survey,  claim,  or  pre- 
tence for  holding  the  same  islands  by  any  other  title,  shall  be 
utterly  void." 

The  statute  thus  recognised  and  continued  the  rule  as  it  w^e 
found  to  have  existed  under  the  proprietary  Government. 

By  the  common  law,  fresh-water  rivers  do  not  come  within 
the  category  of  navigable  rivers,  and  the  riparian  owners  had 
a  right  to  all  the  islands  in  the  river,  "arf  medium  JUum  aquce.'' 
But  such  has  never  been  the  law  in  Pennsylvania.  In  the 
case  of  Carson  v.  Blazer,  (2  Binney,  473,)  this  peculiarity  of 
the  traditionary  law  of  Pennsylvania,  diftering  from  the  com- 
mon law  of  England,  was  first  recognised  by  judicial  authority. 
The  late  Chief  Justice  Tilghmau,  speaking  of  the  proprietary, 
says:  "No  doubt  he  retained  the  entire  right  to  the  river,  and 
of  everything  in  the  river,  in  order  that  he  might  make  such  use 
of  it  as  would  be  most  conducive  to  the  public  benefit."  And 
again,  in  Shrunk  v.  The  Schuylkill  Nav.  Co.,  (14  S.  and  R., 
79,)  he  remarks:  "These  islands  have  never  been  open  to  ap- 
plicants under  the  common  terms  of  oflice,  either  under  the 
proprietary  or  State  Government,"  and  refers  with  approbation 
to  the  case  of  Hunter  v.  Howard,  (10  S.  and  R.,  243,)  which 
decides  that,  "from  the  first  settlement  of  the  country,  islands 
in  the  great  rivers  of  Pennsylvania,  under  the  provisional  Gov- 
ernment, were  never  subjects  of  appropriation,  either  by  office- 
right  or  settlement."  This  doctrine  has  continued  to  be  rec- 
ognised as  settled  law  in  Pennsylvania  for  half  a  century.  See 
Fisher  v.  Carter,  (1  Wallace,  p.  69;)  Johns  i\  Davidson,  (4 
Harris,  516.)  It  is  treated  as  such  in  the  learned  work  of 
Judge  Sergeant  on  the  Land  Laws  of  Pennsylvania,  p.  193. 
Nor  can  any  case  be  found  in  the  reports  or  traditions  of  the 
bar,  which  varies  or  contradicts  this  uniform  course  of  decision. 
It  is  through  these  sources  alone  that  this  court  must  seek  for 
a  solution  of  the  question ;  and  finding  the  law  so  established 
by  the  tribunals  of  the  State,  we  are  bound  to  acquiesce  in  and 
follow  their  decisions. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore  affirmed,  with 
costs. 


Gilbert  L.  Thompson,  Plaintiff  in  Ebbor,  v.  William  Sbl- 
DEN,  John  Withers,  Robert  W.  Latham,  and  Lawrence  P. 
Batne,  doing  business  under  the  firm  of  Sbldbn«  Withers, 
&  Company. 

The  fifteenth  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1780  anthorizes  the  Circuit  Oourt,  apon 
motion  and  the  notice  thereof,  to  require  a  partj  to  prodn:e  books  or  writings 
kc'  and  if  a  plaintiiF  shall  fail  to  comply  with  such  order,  it  shall  be  iawful  fox 


I 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1867.  196 

Thompson  y.  Selden  el  tU, 

the  court,  on  motion,  to  give  the  like  judgment  for  the  defendant  as  In  eases  of 

nonsuit. 
It  is  not  enough  for  a  defendant  to  give  notice,  and  then  move  for  a  judgment  of 

nonsuit     There  must  he  a  motion  for  an  order  to  produce  the  books  and 

papers. 
This  court  again  decides  that  it  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  below 

to  grant  or  refuse  a  motion  to  continue  a  case;  and  a  writ  of  error  from  such  a 

judgment  will  not  lie. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  holden 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Washington. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  John  S.  Tyson  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  by  Mr.  Mamider  for  the  defendants.  On  that  side,  also, 
was  a  brief  by  Messrs.  Davidge,  IngUy  and  Chilton. 

Mr.  TysoUy  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  made  the  following 
points: 

The  act  of  Congress,  September  24, 1789,  empowers  the  Cir- 
cuit Courts  of  the  United  States,  in  the  trial  of  actions  at  law, 
on  motion  and  due  notice  thereof  being  given,  to  require  the 
plaintiflfe  to  produce  books  or  writings,  in  their  possession  or 
power,  which  contain  evidence  pertinent  to  the  issue  in  cases 
and  under  circumstances  where  they  might  be  compelled  to 
produce  the  same  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  proceeding  in 
chancery. 

The  record,  page  9,  (affidavit  No.  1,)  shows  that  said  books 
were  pertinent  to  the  issue,  and  (amdavit  No.  2)  that  due 
notice  was  given  to  plaintiffe  below  to  produce  said  books  and 
papers. 

The  court's  refusal  to  grant  the  order,  which  was  an  order  nisi 
only,  was  error. 

The  order  nisi  issues,  as  a  matter  of  course — ex  debito  jusiitioi. 
(2  Dall.,  383,  Geyger  v.  Geyger;  11  Johns.  R.,  245;  Lawrence 
V.  The  Ocean  Ins.  Co.;  3  Wash.  C.  C,  R.,  381,  Joseph  Bas  et 
al.  V.  Steele.) 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  party  applying  for  the  order  nisi 
should  first  produce  proof  of  the  pertinency  of  the  evidence — 
a  simple  suggestion  to  that  effect  is  sufficient.  (Hylton  v.  Brown, 
1  Wash.  C.  C.  R.,  298.) 

K  that  suggestion  was  not  sufficient  in  affidavit  No.  1,  p.  9, 
it  was  rendered  completely  so  by  affidavit  No.  3,  p.  10. 

The  court,  therefore,  certainly  erred  in  refusing  the  order  nisi 
moved  after  the  filing  of  the  affidavit  No.  3. 

Competency  and  pertinency  of  the  evidence  sought  fiiUy 
shown  by  that  affidavit. 

Entries  on  partnership  books  may  be  given  in  evidence,  if 
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made  before  dissolution.  (2  Wash.  C.  C.  R,  Assignees  of  Simon- 
ton  V.  Boucher  et  al.;  ib.,  482,  Jordan  v.  Wilkins.) 
Afortwriy  entries  on  the  books  of  a  banking  establishment 
This  proceeding,  under  the  act  of  1789,  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
bill  of  discovery,  and  proceedings  under  it.  (Wendall's  Rep., 
vol.  9,  468,  6  Cowen,  62,  Bank  of  Utica  v.  HiUiard;  1  Johns. 
R.,  396,  Kenny  v.  Vanhorne  and  Clarkson ;  Cowen  and  Hill's 
Notes  to  Ph.,  191;  Notes  to  PhilL,  197.) 

The  right  to  a  bill  of  discovery,  although  said  to  be  a  right 
of  the  plaintiff,  is  also  a  right  of  the  defendant,  because  oy 
cross  bill  he  can  always  make  himself  plaintiff.  (Wigram  on 
Discovery,  24,  26.) 

To  a  bill  of  discovery  a  party  must  answer,    rib.,  207.) 
By  an  act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Maryland,  chap.  72j 
sec.  21,  passed  in  1786,  the  defendant  in  equity  has  the  same 

Sower  to  interrogate  the  plaintiff  that  he  has  to  interrogate  the 
efendant.  (Gresley's  Treatise  of  the  Law  of  Evidence  in  Courts 
ofEquity,  43to46.) 

So  upon  an  order  nisi,  if  the  party  refuses  to  show  cause,  the 
order  becomes  absolute.  (Hylton  v.  Brown,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  R., 
298.) 

Tne  court  further  erred  in  refusing  the  necessary  order,  after 
the  jury  was  sworn. 

The  plaintiff  below  could  not  resort  to  the  alternative  of 
riving  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  books  and  papers  called 
for,  because  impossible.  He  was  in  that  state  of  necessity  which 
the  law  always  respects  and  relieves.  The  court,  in  this  neces- 
sity, refused  even  to  continue  the  cause.  In  general,  the  re- 
fusal to  continue  a  cause  is  not  error,  but  it  is  presumed  that 
this  rule  is  not  without  exceptions,  and  that  in  a  case  like  this, 
where  by  the  action  of  the  court  the  defendant  is  placed  at  the 
mercy  of  the  plaintiff,  the  least  the  court  could  do  would  be  to 
continue  the  cause.  (Act  Assem.  Maryland,  1787,  chap.  9,  sec.  8.) 

Upon  the  whole,  the  whole  action  of  the  court  was  the  with- 
holding from  the  jury  of  competent  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendant  below,  and  that  is  error.  (12  Pet,  164,  Martha  Brad- 
street  V.  Anson  Thomas ;  17  How.,  p.  18,  Cowen  and  nUl's 
Notes,  vol.  4,  p.  776,  776;  1  Duer,  Sup.  C.  R.,  481,  484.) 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  made  the  following 
points : 

L  That  the  notice  to  produce  books  and  papers,  served  by 
the  defendant  on  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  below,  in  the  record 
referred  to,  was  insufficient. in  point  of  time,  and  too  general 
in  its  terms  and  extent.  (1  vol.  Stat,  at  Large,  p.  82 ;  2  Crancb 
C.  C.  R.,  427;  ib.,  336;  3  Cranch  C.  C.  R.,  646.) 
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IL  That  the  said  notice  and  affidavits  filed  therewith  are  de- 
fective, because  they  do  not  show  or  aver  that  the  evidence 
sought  was  '^pertinent  to  the  issue/'  and  such  as  the  plaintiffs 
"might  be  compelled  to  produce  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  pro- 
ceedmffin  chancery,'*  (8  Johns.  C.R.,45;  16  Johns.  E.,  591, 598.) 

in.  That  the  exercise  of  the  power  invoked  by  the  defend- 
ant's motion  to  produce  books,  &c.,  is  matter  of  sound  discretion 
with  the  03urt,  and  not  imperative  and  unconditional,  and  that 
the  record  does  not  show  that  this  discretion  has  been  abused 
by  the  court  below. 

IV.  That  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  continue  the  cause  is 
not  error — such  a  motion  being  always  addressed  to  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  court.     (6  Cranch,  206,  218.) 

V.  That  the  record  does  not  show  any  proper  ground  on 
which  the  writ  of  error  can  be  sustained;  and  that  if  this  result 
be  attributable  to  the  meagreness  or  omissions  of  the  transcript, 
such  defects  must  operate  to  defeat  the  plaintifib  in  error,  since 
the  rule  of  the  court,  and  all  the  intendments  of  the  law,  are 
in  fiivor  of  the  correct  ruling  of  the  court  below. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANET  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District 
of  Columbia,  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  that  court  in  favoi 
of  the  defendants  in  error,  in  a  suit  brought  by  them  upon  cer- 
tain promissory  notes  set  forth  in  the  pleadings. 

Some  time  before  the  trial,  a  notice  was  served  on  Selden, 
Withers,  &  Co.,  tiie  defendants  in  error,  to  produce  certain 
books  and  papers  mentioned  in  the  notice;  and  that,  unless 
they  were  produced  at  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  in  error  would 
move  the  court  for  a  nonsuit,  or  for  a  like  judgment  as  in 
cases  of  nonsuit;  and  an  affidavit  was  made  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  that  the  books  and  papers  specified  were  necessary  for 
bis  defence.  Those  applications  and  motions  were  afterwards 
repeated  before  the  trial  and  at  the  trial,  upon  further  affidavits 
and  notices  to  the  same  effect,  which  it  is  not  necessary  here 
to  set  forth. 

Tney  were  opposed  by  Selden,  Withers,  k  Co.,  who  were 
the  plaintiflfe  in  that  court,  and  the  motions  were  all  over- 
ruled,  by  the  court.  The  exception  does  not  state  on  what 
ground  they  were  opposed,  nor  upon  what  ground  they  were 
overruled;  and  as  far  as  the  case  is disclosedin  the  record,  we 
see  nothing  in  the  rulings  of  the  court  to  impeach  its  judgment. 

The  fifteenth  section  of  the  judiciary  actor  1789,  under  which 
these  proceedings  were  had,  authorizes  the  court,  upon  motion 
and  due  notice  thereof,  to  require  a  partv  to  produce  books  or 
writings  in  his  possession  or  power,  wnich  contain  evidence 


i«:8  StJPBEME  COURT. 


Dean  y.  Moion  et  <d. 


pertinent  to  the  issue,  in  cases  and  under  circumstances  where 
they  might  he  compelled  to  produce  the  same  hj  the  ordinary 
rules  of  proceeding  in  chancery;  and  if  a  plaintiff  shall  fail  to 
comply  with  such  order,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court,  on 
motion,  to  give  the  like  judgment  for  the  defendant  as  in  cases 
of  nonsuit. 

The  transcript  does  not  show  that  any  motion  was  made  foi 
an  order  upon  the  plaintiff  to  produce  the  books  and  papers 
mentioned  in  the  notice.  It  shows  that  a  motion  was  made  to 
render  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  for  not  complying  with  the 
notice,  ana  also  a  motion  for  a  continuance  of  the  case.  But 
the  court  is  not  authorized  by  the  act  of  Congress  to  enter  a 
judgment  of  nonsuit  upon  the  failure  of  the  party  to  comply 
with  the  notice.  The  notice  is  merely  a  preliminary  proceed- 
ing, to  enable  the  party  to  brinff  before  the  court  the  motion 
for  the  order  to  produce;  and  when  that  motion  is  made,  the 
party  called  on  has  a  right  to  be  heard,  and  he  is  not  bound  to 
produce  the  books  and  papers  called  for,  until  the  court  shall 
order  him  to  produce  them,  and  is  in  no  default  unless  he  re- 
fuses or  neglects  to  obey  the  order.  The  court  were  therefore 
right  in  refusing  to  enter  the  judgment,  when  no  order  had 
been  moved  for  or  granted. 

And  as  re^rds  the  motion  to  continue  the  case,  it  has  often 
been  decided  by  this  court,  that  the  refusal  of  an  inferior  court 
to  continue  a  case  to  another  term  cannot  be  assigned  for 
error  here.  Justice  requires  that  the  granting  or  refusal  of  a 
continuance  should  be  left  to  the  sound  judicial  discretion  of 
the  court  where  the  motion  is  made,  and  where  all  of  the  cir- 
cumstances connected  with  it^  and  proper  to  be  considered, 
can  readily  be  brought  before  the  court. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  neither  of  the  objections  taken 
here  can  be  sustained,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  must  be  affirmed. 


William  B.  Dban,  Appbllakt,  v.  Nathan  Mason  bt  al. 

Id  suits  for  the  infHngemdnt  of  a  patent  right,  the  rule  of  damages  is  the  amount 
which  the  infringer  actually  realized  in  profits,  not  what  he  might  have  made 
by  reasonable  diligence. 

After  a  bill  is  taken  pro  eonfeno  in  the  Circuit  Court,  a  motion  to  allow  an  an- 
swer to  be  filed  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court ;  and  ft-orn  a  refusal 
so  to  do,  an  appeal  does  not  lie  to  this  court. 

A  motion  to  dismiss  the  complainant's  bill,  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  parted 
with  his  interest,  was  properly  overruled,  because  such  anignment  was  not  m'^de 
until  ailer  the  time  when  the  computation  of  profita  ended. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  CTnited 
States  for  the  district  of  Rhode  Island. 
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The  bill  was  filed  by  Nathan  Mason,  of  the  city  of  Provi- 
denee,  in  said  district,  planer  of  boards;  Charles  D.  Gould,  of 
Albany,  in  the  Stat^  of  New  York;  William  W.  Woodworth, 
of  Hyde  Park,  in  the  northern  district  of  New  York,  as  he  i  a 
administrator  of  William  Woodworth,  late  of  the  city  of  No\^ 
York,  gentleman,  deceased;  and  as  he  is  grantee  of  certain 
exclusive  privileges  under  and  pursuant  to  an  act  of  Congress, 
as  is  hereinafter  fully  set  forth;  James  G.  Wilson,  formerly  of 
the  ci^  of  Philadelphia,  and  now  of  Hastings,  in  the  State  of 
New  York,  gentleman;  and  Richard  Borden,  and  Jefferson 
Borden,  both  of  the  town  of  Fall  River,  and  district  of  Massa- 
chusetts, against  Dean,  of  the  city  of  Providence. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Jenckes  for  the  appellant,  and  by  Mr, 
Fayne  for  the  appellees,  upon  which  side  there  was  also  a  brief 
filed  by  Mr.  B.  M.  Gurtis  and  Mr.  Payne. 

Mr.  Jenckes  made  the  following  points: 

1st.  The  rule  laid  down  bv  the  court  in  both  decretal  orders, 
tor  the  computation  of  profits,  is  erroneous.  It  is  not  in  ac- 
cordance with- the  prayer  of  the  bill,  or  with  the  rule  of  law  in 
such  cases,  as  established  by  this  court.  The  rule  should  have 
been  to  take  an  account  of  the  actual  gains  and  profits  of  the 
appellant,  during  the  time  his  machines  were  in  operation. 
This  point  has  received  an  express  adjudication  in  this  court. 

"In  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  injunction  and  account  of  profits 
of  a  patented  machine,  the  defendant  is  accountable  only  for 
what  profits  he  actually  madcj  not  for  what  by  diligence  and 
skill  he  might  have  received."  (Livingston  et  al.  v.  Wood- 
worth  et  al.,  15  How.,  546.) 

2d.  The  court  below  was  in  error  in  refusing  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  answer  on  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  decree  pro 
confessoj  and  allow  the  defendant  to  answer. 

8d.  The  court  below  should  have  dismissed  the  complain- 
ants' bill,  upon  the  proof  that  they  had  parted  with  all  their 
interest  in  tne  subject-matter  of  the  suit. 

4th.  The  court  oelow  was  in  error  in  refusing  leave  for  the 
filing  of  a  supplemental  bill  in  fiivor  of  Baker  &  Smith. 

They  had  clearly  succeeded  to  the  complainants'  title,  and 
their  proposed  bill  contains  averments,  verified  by  their  oaths, 
which  entitled  them  to  the  relief  prayed  for.  The  defendant 
below  had  started  his  machines,  and  was  using  them  to  the 
injury  of  the  owners  of  the  patent.  No  process  of  contempt 
could  be  moved  for  by  the  complainant  Mason,  for  he  had 
parted  with  bis  interest.     The  proposed  parties  complainant^ 
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Baker  &;  Smith,  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  what  had  been 
done,  on  the  title  which  they  had  acquired.  (Story  Eq.  PL,  seca. 
339,  349,  351;  Calvert  on  Parties  to  Suits  in  Eq.,  pp.  99,  100.) 

The  fact  that  an  interlocutory  decree  had  been  entered  upon 
Mason's  title  did  not  bar  his  grantees  who  had  purchased  that 
title.  A  supplemental  bill  may  be  filed  as  well  after  as  before 
a  decree.  (Story  Eq.  PL,  sec.  388.)  In  this  case  it  was  {proposed 
to  be  filed  "  in  aid  of  the  decree,  that  it  might  be  carried  fully 
into  execution." 

If  the  supplemental  bill  had  been  filed,  the  defendant  below 
would  have  oeen  entitled  to  answer  both  the  ori^nal  and  sup- 

Elemental  bills,  and  his  full  defence  to  this  suit  would  thus 
ave  been  made  to  appear.  The  hearing  upon  the  decree 
prayed  for  would  have  necessarily  led  to  an  mquiry  into  the 
propriety  of  the  decree  sought  to  be  enforced;  and  the  court 
below  could  then  have  followed  the  decision  of  this  court  in 
Bloomer  v.  McQuewan,  and  dismissed  the  bill,  as  the  Circuit 
Court  in  the  case  of  Perkins  v.  Fourniquet  reversed  its  interloc- 
utory decree  after  the  adverse  decision  of  this  court  in  a  simi- 
lar case.    (See  1  Barbour's  Ch.  R.,  368,  ei  seq,) 

5th.  These  questions  are  all  proper  to  be  discussed  on  ap- 
peal. This  point  has  received  the  direct  adjudication  of  this 
court. 

"An  appeal  in  equity  brin^  up  all  the  questions  decided  in 
the  court  below  to  the  prejudice  of  the  appellant."  (Bucking- 
ham V.  McLean,  18  How.,  150.) 

The  counsel  for  the  appellees  made  the  following  points: 

1st.  With  respect  to  the  motion  to  strike  out  the  decree  pro 
ccnfesso^  and  allow  the  defendant  to  answer. 

The  decision  of  the  motion  to  open  the  decree  and  allow  an 
answer  to  be  filed,  even  when  made  at  the  proper  term,  rests 
in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  is  not  subject 
to  re-examination  here.  Wylie  v.  Coxe,  14  How.  R.,  1,  is  di- 
rectly in  point.  If  further  authorities  are  needftil,  The  Marine 
Insurance  Company  v.  Hodgson,  6  Cranch,  206,  where  the 
refusal  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  allow  a  plea  to  be  filed.  United 
States  V.  Evans,  5  Cranch,  280,  and  Welch  v.  Mandeville,  7 
Cranch,  192,  where  its  refusal  to  reinstate  the  plaintiff^  were 
in  Question,  show  that  this  court  cannot  review  such  decisions 
of  t  ue  Circuit  Court. 

A  reference  to  the  nineteenth  rule  for  the  practice  of  the 
Circuit  Courts  in  equity  will  show  how  entirely  the  allowance 
or  refusal  of  this  motion,  if  made  in  time,  rests  in  the  discre- . 
tion  of  the  Circuit  Court. 

2d.  As  to  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  bilL 


DECEMBER  Term,  isst.  201 

Dean  v.  Mason  et  al, 

Snch  a  motion,  based  upon  facts  dehors  the  record,  was 
wholly  irregular,  and  could  not  be  allowed. 

And  it  may  be  added  that,  even  if  regular,  and  the  facts 
u^on  which  it  was  alleged  to  rest  had  been  shown,  l^ey  con- 
stituted no  objection  to  a  final  decree. 

A  transfer  of  the  title  by  each  of  tiie  plaintiffi,  pendente  UtCy 
cannot  affect  the  rights  of  the  defendant.  (Eades  v.  Harris,  1 
Young  and  Col.  N.  R,  280.)  Certainly  it  could  not  do  so  in 
this  case ;  for  the  allegation  is,  that  Mason  parted  with  his  title 
in  April,  1852,  (see  page  122,)  and  the  account  of  tiie  profits 
comes  down  only  to  the  29th  of  August,  1861.  (See  pages  66, 
first  paragraph;  101,  fourth  paragraph.) 

8d.  As  to  the  interlocutory  decree,  by  which  the  cause  was 
referred  to  the  master  to  take  an  account. 

We  submit  that  the  appellant  cannot  now  take  an  objection 
to  that  decree. 

The  nineteenth  rule  expressly  provides,  that  a  decree  founded 
upon  an  order  taking  a  bill  for  confessed,  shall  be  absolute  at 
the  close  of  the  term  at  which  the  decree  is  entered.  If  this 
defendant  (who  admits  that  he  was  actually  cognizant  of  all 
the  proceedings,  and  that  he  intentionally  allowed  them  to 
take  place)  intended  to  object  to  a  direction  given  to  the  mas- 
ter, he  should  have  appeared  and  objected  then,  before  the 
proceedings  were  had  in  the  master's  office.  At  all  events,  he 
might,  and  should,  when  the  master's  report  came  on  for  con- 
firmation, have  taken  his  objection.  Having  suffered  all  these 
opportunities  to  pass,  he  cannot  now,  for  the  first  time,  take 
the  objection  in  the  appellate  court. 

But  if  this  court  should  think  otherwise,  we  submit  that 
whatever  error  existed  in  the  directions  given  to  the  master, 
it  was  cured  by  the  proceedings  which  actually  took  place. 

The  appellant  rendered  an  account  to  the  master  of  his  re- 
ceipts, and  of  the  allowances  he  claimed.  His  account  of  his 
actual  receipts  was  not  questioned,  and  was  taken  by  the  mas- 
ter as  the  basis  of  his  report.  The  dispute  arose  upon  the 
allowances,  the  principal  items  of  which  were  rents,  fuel,  labor, 
carting,  oil,  and  repairs.  If  the  appellant  had  carried  on  the 
business  of  planing  only,  these  items  would  have  been  capa- 
ble of  being  distinctly  vouched  and  liquidated.  But  in  pomt 
of  fact,  his  planing  business  was  carried  on  upon  the  same 
premises,  and  by  uie  same  power  and  labor,  which  were  used 
for  much  other  machinery.  T^e  expenses  of  the  planing  busi- 
ness were  therefore  not  liquidated  and  distinct  items. 

They  were  necessarily  to  be  arrived  at  only  by  estimates, 
based  on  a  view  of  the  whole  business,  and  of  the  proportionate 
cost  of  this  part  of  it.     The  master,  therefore,  went  into  an 
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examination  of  the  entire  cost  of  the  several  items  of  expense, 
and  of  the  just  proportion  of  it  which  belonged  to  the  planing 
business. 

It  is  difficult,  without  a  perusal  of  both  his  reports,  and  of 
the  exceptions  taken  to  them,  and  of  the  decrees  of  the  court 
thereon,  to  obtain  a  correct  view  of  his  action ;  but  we  submit 
that  such  a  perusal  will  show  that  no  speculative  rule  of  profits 
was  applied  by  him ;  that  estimates  were  not  resorted  to,  save 
in  reference  to  the  expenses  where  they  were  absolutely  neces- 
sary ;  and  that  the  results  of  the  proceedings  before  him  were 
these — that  the  appellant  was  charged  only  with  what  he  ad- 
mitted he  actually  received,  and  was  allowed  all,  which,  upon 
a  fair  view  of  the  evidence,  it  appeared  he  had  actually  ex- 
pended in  this  part  of  his  business.  By  reference  to  the  items 
stated  by  the  master  at  the  foot  of  page  55,  and  an  examina- 
tion of  the  preceding  part  of  the  report,  in  which  he  shows 
how  he  arrived  at  each  of  those  items,  and  also  by  reference  to 
his  subsequent  report,  p.  98,  as  to  some  of  them  which  he  had 
been  required  to  re-examine,  we  submit  it  appears  that  the 
balance  which  he  reported  was  a  balance  of  actual  profits; 
and  that  therefore  it  became  wholly  immaterial  that  he  might 
bave  found  possible  profits.  So  the  appellant  seems  to  have 
considered;  for  at  no  time,  nor  in  any  form,  did  he  object  that 
possible  profits  had  been  chareed. 

In  McMicken  v.  Perin,  18  How.,  607,  where  a  bill  was  taken 
pro  confessoy  and  at  the  same  term  a  decree  of  reference  was 
made,  it  was  objected  that  the  master  had  not  allowed  to 
the  appellant  the  amount  admitted  by  the  bill  to  be  due  to  him. 
But  as  no  exception  had  been  taken  to  the  master's  report, 
this  court  refused  to  reverse  the  decree.  Certainly,  it  is  not 
more  apparent  on  this  record  than  it  was  on  that,  that  the 
master's  report  is  erroneous;  and  if  an  exception  wasindis 
pensable  then,  why  not  here? 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN'  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  district  of 
Rhode  Island. 

A  bill  was  filed  in  this  case  by  Mason  et  al.,  claiming  to  be 
owners  of  a  territorial  right  to  the  exclusive  use  of  the  Wood- 
worth  patent  for  planing  boards,  charging  the  defendant  with 
using  three  of  the  machines  in  the  citv  of  Providence,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  complainant's  right.  The  suit  was  commenced 
the  first  year  of  the  extension  of  that  patent  by  Congress,  and 
the  three  machines  which  were  sought  to  be  ei\joined  were 
those  used  during  the  first  extended  term  of  the  patent,  under  a 
license  from  its  owners.  A  preliminary  injunction  was  granted 
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At  the  June  term,  1851,  of  the  Circuit  Court,  a  decree  pro 
confesso  was  entered  against  the  defendant,  and  he  was  per- 
petually enjoined.  The  case  was  referred  to  a  master,  to  take 
an  account  of  the  profits  or  income  derived  by  the  defendant, 
or  which  by  reasonable  diligence  might  have  been  realized  by 
him,  from  the  use  made  of  the  three  machines. 

Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  first  report  of  the  master,  and 
it  was  referred  to  him  again  under  the  same  instructions, 

Before  the  second  report  of  the  master,  a  motion  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  court  by  the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  decree  pro 
confesso^  and  for  leave  to  answer  the  bill,  on  the  ground  that 
the  Su|>reme  Court  in  the  case  of  Bloomer  v.  McQueen  et  al., 
14  Howard,  589,  had  held,  in  a  case  similar  to  this,  that  the 
licensee's  privilege  continued  under  the  extension  of  the  patent 
by  Congress,  the  same  as  under  prior  extensions ;  but  the  court 
refused  the  motion ;  consequently,  the  appeal  does  not  bring 
before  us  any  question  under  the  last  extension  of  the  patent. 

At  the  JSfovember  term,  1854,  the  master  made  his  second 
and  final  report,  in  which  he  stated  the  sum  of  $2,566.46  as 
the  amount  of  profits  which  the  defendant,  by  reasonable  dili- 
gence, might  have  derived  jfrom  the  use  made  by  him  of  such 
patented  machines,  and  the  sales  of  the  products  thereof,  during 
the  period  covered  by  the  suit 

The  decree  was  entered,  on  the  report  of  the  master,  for  the 
estimated  amount  of  profits  which  the  defendant,  with  reason- 
able diligence,  might  have  realized ;  not  what,  in  fact,  he  did 
realize.  This  instruction  was  erroneous.  The  rule  in  such  a 
case  is,  the  amount  of  profits  received  by  the  unlawful  use  of 
the  machines,  as  this,  in  general,  is  the  damage  done  to  the 
owner  of  the  patent.  It  takes  away  the  motive  of  the  infringer 
of  patented  rights,  by  requiring  him  to  pav  the  profits  of  nis 
labor  to  the  owner  of  the  patent.  Generally,  this  is  euflicient 
to  protect  the  rights  of  the  owner;  but  where  the  wrong  has 
been  done,  under  aggravated  circumstances,  the  court  has  the 
power,  under  the  statute,  to  punish  it  adequately,  by  an  in- 
crease of  the  damages. 

The  injury  done  is  measured  by  the  supply  of  planed  boards 
thrown  upon  the  market,  which  lessens  so  much  the  de- 
mand, mit,  if  the  liability  of  an  infringer  is  to  be  increased 
by  an  estimate  of  the  work  he  might  do,  with  great  diligence, 
he  will  be  more  likely  to  exceed  the  estimate  than  fall  below  it. 
This  policy  would  increase  the  evil  of  the  wrong-doer,  without 
benefit  to  anv  one.  In  Livingston  et  al.  v.  Woodworth  et  al.,  1& 
How.,  546,  the  true  rule  of  damages  in  such  cases  is  laid  down. 

It  is  contended  the  court  erred  in  refusing  leave  to  the  de- 
fendant to  answer,  on  the  motion  made  at  June  term,  1858. 
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A  motion  to  amend,  or  file  an  answer  after  default,  is  gen 
erally  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court.  Under  some 
circumstances,  the  court,  for  the  purposes  of  justice,  will  go 

treat  lengths  in  opening  a  default  and  allowing  a  plea  to  be 
led.  But  this  is  done  or  refused  by  the  courts  in  the  exercise  of 
its  discretion,  which  is  not  subject  to  the  revision  of  this  court. 
In  the  case  before  us,  the  motion  to  file  an  answer  was  not 
made  until  irfler  the  decree  pro  confeaso  had  been  entered,  and 
a  reference  made  to  a  master  for  an  account.  This  was  more 
than  three  years  after  the  bill  was  filed.  Whether  the  Circuit 
Court  refused  the  motion  on  the  ground  of  delay,  or  a  want  of 
merits  in  the  cause  assigned,  does  not  appear;  but  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  say,  that  on  such  grounds  the  aecree  cannot  be  re- 
versed. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  complainant's  bill,  upon  proof 
that  they  had  parted  with  all  their  interest  in  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  suit,  was  properly  overruled.  The  alleffation  is,  that 
Mason  parted  with  his  title  in  April,  1852,  and  the  account  of 
the  prohts  is  brought  down  only  to  the  29th  August,  1861.  The 
right  asserted  in  this  action  was  not  affected  by  the  convey- 
ance of  Mason  to  Baker  &  Smith. 

The  refusal  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  permit  a  supplemental 
bill  to  be  filed  by  Baker  &  Smith,  was,  under  the  circum- 
stances, a  matter  of  discretion  iu  the  court;  and  it  affords  no 
ground  for  the  reversal  of  the  decree.  It  is  not  perceived  what 
mterest  these  assignees  could  have  in  a  suit  for  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  patent,  before  their  ri^ht  accrued ;  and  any  attempt 
to  make  them  parties,  with  the  view  to  benefit  the  defendants 
m  the  pending  suit,  was  unsustainable. 

For  the  reasons  assigned,  the  decree  for  damages  must  be 
reversed,  at  the  costs  of  the  defendants  in  error,  as  founded  on 
an  erroneous  estimate ;  and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  with  instructions  to  enter  a  decree  for  the  amount 
of  the  profits  realized  by  the  defendant  irom  the  wrongful  use 
of  the  patent. 


Jakb  Carroll,  Maria  C.  Fitzhuoh,  bt  al.,  Dbvisbbs  of  Danibl 
Carroll  of  Duddington,  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  v.  Nicholas 

DORSBY,  WOAH  DORSBT,  AOHSAH  DORSBY,  TrISTAM  S.  DoRSBT, 
HBIRS  AT  LAW  OF  ALFRBD  R.  DoWSON,  DBCBASBD^ 

Althoagh  an  imgnlftritj  in  the  citation  may  be  cared  bj  an  appearance  in  ooorl 
yet  a  defect  in  tlie  writ  of  error,  (such  as  not  naming  a  return  day  for  the  writ,; 
or  an  omission  to  file  a  tranacript  of  the  record  at  the  term  next  iacceeding  th« 
issuing  of  the  writ  or  the  taking  of  the  appeal,  are  fatal  errors,  and  the  < 
mnst  bf  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 
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This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  tho  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Columbia  holden 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Washington. 

A  motion  was  made  to  dismiss  it,  by  Mr.  Bradley  and  Mr. 
Carles  Lee  Jones,  for  the  following  reasons,  viz  : 

That  it  is  manifest,  by  the  record  filed  in  this  court  in  the  said 
cause,  that  the  judgment  therein  was  rendered  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  at  the  October  term  of  said 
court,  in  the  year  1851. 

That  the  appeal  bond  filed  therein  bears  date  the  27th  day 
of  May,  1853 ;  that  the  recital  of  the  said  bond  sets  out  a  wnt 
of  error,  returnable  to  the  term  of  this  court  to  be  holden  on 
the  first  Monday  of  December  then  next  ensuing;  that  the  said 
bond  was  approved  on  the  17th  day  of  December,  1858,  being 
after  the  return  day  of  said  writ,  as  set  out  in  the  said  bond ; 
that  the  citation  and  writ  of  error  were  both  issued  on  the  17th 
day  of  December,  1868,  and  the  said  writ  of  error  was  return- 
able to  this  court,  without  designating  to  what  term  the  same 
should  be  returned ;  that  the  transcript  of  the  record  of  the 
said  cause  was  not  returned  to  or  filed  in  this  court  until  the 
December  term,  1856. 

And  therefore  they  say,  for  the  said  irregularities  in  the  said 
proceedings,  patent  on  the  face  of  the  record  of  the  said  cause, 
the  said  cause  ought  to  be  dismissed. 

^  The  motion  was  opposed  by  Mr.  Ooxe,  who,  after  explaining 
the  cause  of  the  delay,  contended  that  inasmuch  as  a  genenu 
appearance  was  entered  at  December  term,  1856,  the  motion 
to  dismiss  now  came  too  late. 

As  a  general  rule,  defects  in  mesne  process  are  cured  by  ap- 
pearance.    (1  Bos.  and  PuL,  105,  250,  644.) 

In  8  Cranch,  496,  process  had  irregularly  issued,  in  contra- 
vention  of  the  express  lan^ua^e  of  a  statute  prescribing  to  whom 
it  should  be  directed.  Tnis  irregularity  was  specialty  pleaded 
and  demurred  to.  The  court  unanimously  held  that  the  ap- 
pearance by  attorney  cured  all  irregularity  of  process. 

In  Harrison  v.  Rowan,  1  Peters  C.  C.  R,  489,  the  true  dis- 
tinction is  taken.  It  is  said  the  eleventh  section  of  the  judi- 
ciary act,  which  relates  to  the  service  of  process,  is  not  a  denial 
of  jurisdiction,  but  the  grant  of  a  privilege  to  the  defendant  not 
to  be  sued  out  of  tho  State  where  he  resides,  which  he  may 
waive  by  a  voluntary  appearance.    (14  Peters,  174,  299.) 

In  8  Dallas,  87,  one  error  alleged  was,  that  a  monition  should 
have  issued;  but  this  court  held,  that  if  this  was  a  defect  in- 
I .  I .  r. i  .M  o  into  by  it,  it  was  cu  red  by  appearauce.    (8  Wheat. ,  699. ) 
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In  4  Cranchy  180,  it  was  held,  that  where  the  writ  of  error  is 
returned,  although  not  at  the  first  term,  the  appearance  of  de- 
fendant in  error  waives  all  objection  to  the  irregularity. 

In  8  Howard,  698,  McDonogh  v.  Millaudon,  the  party  by 
appearance  and  delay  was  held  to  waive  all  objection ;  and  in 
13  Howard,  Buckingham  v.  McLean,  a  motion  at  a  subsequent 
term  after  appearance  was  held  to  be  too  late. 

As  to  any  irregularity  in  the  form  of  the  writ,  that  at  most 
is  a  mere  clerical  error,  and  cannot  prejudice  the  parties  in  the 
case. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TAUEY  delivered  the  opmion  of  the 
court. 

A  motion  has  been  made  to  dismiss  this  case,  for  want  of 
jurisdiction. 

It  appears  that  an  action  of  ^ectment  was  brought  by  the 
plainti£»  in  error  against  the  defendants,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  upon  the  trial  the  verdict  and 
judgment  was  for  the  defendants. 

The  particular  day  on  which  the  judgment  was  rendered  is 
not  given ;  but  it  is  stated  as  a  judgment  on  the  third  Monday 
in  October,  in  the  year  1851,  which  it  appears  was  the  first  day 
of  the  term.  But  it  also  appears  that  two  exceptions  were 
taken  at  the  trial  by  the  plaintifis,  one  dated  the  20th  and  the 
other  the  22d  of  November;  so  that  the  judgment  would  seem 
to  have  been  rendered  a  few  days  before  the  December  term, 
1861,  of  this  court. 

No  steps  were  taken  to  bring  it  here  for  revision,  until  the 
27th  of  May,  1853,  when  an  appeal  bond  was  approved  bjr  the 
presiding  judge,  which  recites  that  the  plaintifis  had  obtained 
a  writ  of  error,  returnable  to  the  next  term  of  this  court,  and 
filed  it  in  the  clerk's  office.  No  such  writ  of  error,  liowever,  ap- 
pears to  have  been  issued.  A  paper,  purporting  to  be  a  writ  of 
error,  was  issued  aflber  the  commencement  of  December  term, 
1853;  that  is,  on  the  17th  of  that  month.  This  paper  is  made 
returnable  to  the  Supreme  Court  in  general  terms,  without 
naming  any  day  or  even  any  term  at  which  the  defendants 
were  required  to  appear.  The  transcript  before  us  also  con- 
tains a  citation,  signed  by  the  presiding  judge,  and  the  service 
is  acknowledged  by  the  attorney  for  the  defendants.  But  the 
citation,  like  the  paper  purporting  to  be  a  writ  of  error,  speci- 
fies no  day  or  term  at  which  the  defendants  are  required  to 
appear,  and,  moreover,  is  not  itself  dated. 

No  further  proceedings  were  had,  to  bring  up  the  case, 
until  December  term,  1856,  when  the  record  was  filed  with- 
out any  other  writ  of  error,  bond,  or  citation;  aid  at  tht 
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jg  same  term  the  defendants,  by  their  counsel,  appeared  in  this 

g_  court. 

It  is  evident,  fi'om  this  statement,  that  the  case  is  not  before 
the  court.     The  act  of  1789,  sec.  22,  requires  that  the  writ  of 

P  error  should  be  made  returnable  on  a  certain  day,  therein 

^^  named;  and,  indeed,  upon  common-law  principles,  a  certain 

return  day  in  a  writ  of  error  is  essential  to  its  validity.     There 

^  is  therefore  no  process  by  which  the  case  is  legally  brought 

^  before  this  court,  and  consequently  we  have  no  jurisdiction 

over  it.  And  if  the  process  was  free  from  exception,  and  if  a 
writ  of  error,  such  as  is  known  and  recognised  by  law,  had 
been  issued  and  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court,  yet  no  transcript 
of  the  record  was  filed  here  until  nearlv  three  years  afterwards ; 

0  and  this  court  have  repeatedly  said  tnat  the  transcript  of  the 

record  must  be  filed  at  the  term  next  succeeding  the  issuing 
of  the  writ  or  the  taking  of  the  appeal,  in  order  to  bring  tlie 

.  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 

But  it  is  said,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintifis  in  error,  that  these  are 
mere  irregularities,  which  were  waived  by  the  general  appear- 
ance at  the  last  term,  and  that  the  motion  at  the  present  term 
is  too  late. 

Undoubtedly  the  appearance  of  the  defendants  at  the  last 
term,  without  making  a  motion  to  dismiss,  cures  the  defect  in 
the  citation.  The  citation  is  nothing  more  than  notice  to  the 
party  to  appear  at  the  time  specified  for  the  return  of  the  writ 
of  error.  And  if  he  appears,  it  shows  that  he  had  notice ;  and 
if  he  makes  no  objection  during  the  first  term  to  the  want  of 
notice,  or  to  anv  defect  in  the  citation,  he  must  be  regarded  as 
having  waived  it.  The  citation  is  required  for  his  benefit,  and 
he  may  therefore  waive  it  if  he  thinks  proper,  and  proceed  to 
trial  in  the  appellate  court.  This  point  was  decided  in  the 
ca«e  of  the  United  States  v.  Yulee  et  al.,  6  How.,  603 ;  but 
the  court  at  the  same  time  said  that  the  appearance  did 
not  preclude  the  party  from  afterwards  moving  to  dismiss 
for  the  want  of  jurisdiction,  or  upon  any  other  sufficient 
ground. 

The  same  point  was  again  decided  in  the  case  of  Bucking- 
ham et  al.  V.  McLean  et  al.,  13  How.,  160,  in  which  the  court 
said  that  a  motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of  a  citation  must  be 
made  at  the  first  term  at  which  the  party  appears,  and  is  too 
late  if  made  at  a  subseq^uent  term.  But  the  want  of  a  writ  of 
error,  such  as  is  prescribed  by  the  act  of  Congress,  stands  on 
different  ground.  And  in  the  case  of  the  U  nited  States  v. 
Curry,  6  How.,  118,  the  court  held,  that  where  the  power  of  the 
court  to  hear  and  determine  a  case  is  conferred  by  acts  of  Con- 
gress, and  ths  3ame  authority  which  gives  the  jurisdiction  points 
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oat  the  manner  in  which  it  shall  be  brought  before  us,  we  have 
no  power  to  dispense  with  the  provisions  of  the  law,  nor  to 
change  or  inodify  them. 

Upon  this  ground,  the  case  is  not  legally  before  us,  and  must 
be  dLunissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 


Edwin  M.  Chaffee,  Trustee  of  Horace  H.  Day,  Plaintiff  in 
Error,  v.  Nathaniel  Hatward.  Horace  H.  Day,  Plain- 
tiff IN  Error,  v.  Nathaniel  Hayward. 

By  the  Judiciary  act  of  1789,  no  civil  suit  shall  be  brought  against  an  inhabitant 
of  the  United  States  by  an  original  process  in  any  other  district  than  that 
whereof  he  is  an  inhabitant,  or  in  which  he  shall  be  found  at  the  time  of  serving 
the  writ. 

This  provision  of  law  is  not  changed  by  any  subsequent  process  act,  or  by  the  ktw 
giving  jurisdiction  to  Circuit  Courts  in  patent  cases,  without  regard  to  citizen- 
ship. 

Therefore,  whore  a  suit  was  commenced  for  an  infringement  of  a  patent  right,  and 
process  was  served  by  attaching  the  property  of  an  absent  defendant,  Siis  was 
not  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction. 

The  defect  of  an  irregular  citation  (being  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  and  not 
by  the  judge  who  allowed  the  writ  of  error)  is  cured  by  an  appearance  in  this 
court;  so  that  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ,  when  made  at  the  term  succeeding 
that  at  which  the  appearance  was  entered,  comes  too  late. 

These  cases  were  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
ooit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Rhode  Island. 

At  an  early  day  of  the  term,  Mr.  Pitman^  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant in  error,  moved  to  dismiss  the  writs  of  error  upon  the 
ground  stated  below,  and  filed  the  following  affidavit  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion : 

supreme  court  op  the  united  states,  no.  61;  DEC.  TERM,  1867 

Eduoin  M.  Chaffee^  Trustee  of  Horace  H.  Day^  Plaintiff  in  ErrcTy 
V.  Natrumiel  Hayward. 

The  defendant  in  error  in  this  cause  moves  that  this  cause 
be  dismissed,  the  citation  herein  having  been  signed  by  the 
clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  not  by  me  judge,  as  required 
by  law.    By  his  attorney,  Joseph  S.  Pitmah. 

I,  Joseph  S.  Pitman,  of  the  city  and  countv  of  Providence, 
and  State  of  Rhode  Island,  &c.,  attorney  at  law,  on  oath  say, 
that  1  am  and  have  been  associated  with  Charles  8.  Bradley, 
Bsq.,  in  the  defence  of  the  above  cause;  that  he  is  the  junior 
counsel  in  said  cause ;  that  he  left  the  city  of  Providence  for 
Europe  on  the  first  or  second  day  of  December,  1856;  that  we 
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had  no  consultation  respecting  the  mana^ment  of  said  caase 
hefore  his  departure,  Mr.  Bradley  expecting  to  return  by  the 
first  of  March,  1857 ;  that  after  his  departure  I  caused  an  ap- 
pearance to  be  entered  in  said  cause,  and  did  not  file  a  motion 
for  the  dismissal  of  said  cause  at  the  last  term,  because  I  did 
not  wish  to  decide  on  the  expediency  of  that  motion  without 
oonsnltation  with  him;  that  I  expected  he  would  return  in 
season  for  such  consultation,  either  before  the  court  adjourned, 
or  that  I  should  have  opportunity  to  make  that  motion  after 
consultation  with  him  at  an  adjourned  term  of  this  court,  which 
I  supposed  would  be  held  as  at  the  December  term,  1866 ;  that 
to  my  surprise  this  court  adjourned  about  the  seventh  day  of 
March,  and  the  opportunity  was  lost,  as  Mr.  Bradley  did  not 
letom  to  this  country  until  the  twenty-fourth  of  March,  1857. 

Joseph  S.  Pitman. 

BHODB  ISLAND  DISTRIOT,  m. 

Clerk's  Qffiee,  CircuU  (hurt  of  the  Umted  States. 

On  this  nineteenth  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1867,  came  the 
above-named  Joseph  8.  ritman,  and  made  oath  that  the  fore- 
going statements  are  true.    Before  me. 
[SBAL.]  Witness  my  hand  and  ofiicial  seal,  at  Providence. 

Hbnrt  Pitman, 
Clerk  CircuU  Court  U.  &,  B.  L  DisL 

Upon  which  motion  Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANET  delivered 
flie  opinion  of  the  court. 

In  tills  case,  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  error 
was  rendered  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  of  Rhode  Island,  at  its  June  term,  1856.  The  plaintiff 
sued  out  a  writ  of  error  on  the  27th  of  October,  1856,  returna- 
ble to  tiie  December  terra  of  this  court  then  next  following; 
but  the  citation  to  the  defendant  was  signed  by  the  clerk  of 
the  court,  and  not  by  the  judge  who  allowed  the  writ  of  error. 

In  pursuance  of  this  writ  of  error,  the  record  was  filed  here 
and  the  case  docketed  on  the  24th  of  November,  1856 ;  and  on 
the  4th  of  December  the  defendant  appeared  by  counsel  in 
this  court. 

A  motion  has  been  made  at  the  nrescnt  term  to  dismiss  the 
case,  because  the  citation  is  signed  oy  the  clerk  and  not  by  the 


judge. 
The 


iie  citation  is  undoubtedlv  irregular  in  this  respect,  and 
the  defendant  in  error  was  not  bound  to  appear  under  it.  And 
if  a  motion  had  been  made  at  the  last  term,  within  a  reasona- 
ble time,  to  dismiss  the  case  upon  this  ground,  it  would  have 
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been  dismissed.  But  the  appearance  of  the  party  in  this  court, 
without  making  a  motion  to  dismiss  during  the  first  term,  is 
a  waiver  of  any  irregularity  in  the  citation,  and  is  an  admis- 
sion that  he  has  received  notice  to  appear  to  the  writ  of  error. 
This  point  was  decided  in  the  cases  of  McDonogh  v.  Millau- 
don,  3  How.,  693;  United  States  c.  Yulee,  6  How.,  605;  and 
Buckingham  et  al.  v,  McLean  et  al.,  18  How.,  150.  And  these 
cases  have  been  recognised  and  affirmed  in  the  case  of  Carroll 
et  al.  V,  Dorsey  et  al.,  decided  at  the  present  term. 

Indeed,  any  other  rule  would  be  unjust  to  a  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  is  not  required  for  the  protection  of  the  defendant.  The 
latter  is  not  bound  to  appear,  unless  he  is  legally  cited,  except 
for  the  purpose  of  moving  to  dismiss.  He  knows,  or  must  be 
presumed  to  know,  whether  the  notice  which  the  law  requires 
has  been  served  on  him  or  not.  And  if  the  objection  is  made 
at  the  first  term,  the  plaintiff,  by  a  new  writ  and  proper  cita- 
tion, might  bring  up  the  case  to  the  succeeding  term.  But  if 
the  defendant  does  not,  by  motion  at  the  first  term,  apprise 
him  of  the  irregularity  of  his  proceeding  in  this  respect,  and 
of  his  intention  to  take  advantage  of  it,  the  plaintiff  is  put  off 
his  guard  by  the  defendant's  appearance;  and  if  the  motion  is 
permitted  at  the  second  term,  he  will  be  delayed  an  entire 
year  in  the  prosecution  of  his  suit,  whenever  it  is  the  interest 
of  a  defendant  in  error  to  delay  and  harass  his  adversary. 

An  affidavit  has  been  filed  by  one  of  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant in  error,  stating  that  he  is  the  junior  counsel  in  the 
case,  and  that  he  did  not  make  the  motion  at  the  last  term, 
because  the  senior  counsel  was  absent  in  Europe,  and  the 
deponent  did  not  wish  to  decide  on  the  expediency  of  the  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  without  consulting  him ;  that  he  expected  him 
to  return  before  the  term  ended,  but  the  court  adjourned  sooner 
than  he  anticipated,  and  the  senior  counsel  did  not  return  until 
the  court  had  finally  adjourned  to  the  next  term. 

The  facts  stated  in  this  affidavit  cannot  influence  the  decis- 
ion of  the  motion.  The  absence  of  one  or  of  all  the  counsel 
employed  by  one  party,  in  pursuit  of  other  business,  furnishes 
no  ground  for  delaying  a  case  in  this  court,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  adverse  party. 

The  motion  comes  too  late,  and  is  therefore  oyermled. 

Day      ) 
«.         INo.  62. 
Hayward.  J 

The  motion  to  dismiss  in  this  case  stands  on  the  same  ground 
with  that  of  Chaffee,  trustee  of  Day,  v.  Hayward,  just  dis- 
posed of;  and  must,  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  that  case^  b6 
also  overruled. 
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When  the  case  came  up  for  argument,  it  was  submitted  on 
printed  argument  by  Mr.  Jenckes  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
argued  orally  by  Mr.  BradUy  and  Mr.  PUman  for  the  defend- 
ant. 

Mr.  Jenckes  made  the  following  points: 

Point  I.  The  Circuit  Court  for  the  district  of  Rhode  Island, 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  may  issue  its  process 
in  the  same  form,  and  the  process  itself  may  be  served  in  the 
same  manner,  as  process  issuing  from  the  Supreme  Court  of 
that  State  for  any  cause  of  action  within  its  common-law  juris 
diction.  (Process  Act  of  May  8th,  1792,  sec.  2,  Stat  at  L., 
I,  276.) 

If  the  service  was  good  by  the  laws  of  that  State  as  they 
were  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  process  act,  then  it  is 
good  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

1.  The  form  of  the  writs  in  these  cases  and  the  modes  of 
proceedings  to  bring  the  defendant  before  the  court,  were 
strictly  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  Rhode  Island.  (Public 
Laws  of  Rhode  Island,  Digest  of  1844,  pp.  110,  118,  115.) 

The  statute  law  of  Rhode  Island  regulating  attachments  on 
original  writ  was  the  same  in  1789  as  in  1855.  (See  Digest  of 
1767,  p.  12 ;  Digest  of  1798,  p.  201.)  In  all  the  statutes  author- 
izing attachments  of  personal  property,  the  same  provision  is 
found  which  is  contained  in  the  Digest  of  1844,  p.  113,  sec.  8 : 
''  When  any  attachment  is  made  in  manner  aforesaid,  tiie  same 
shall  be  sufficient  to  bring  the  cause  to  trial.**  Neither  in  the 
case  of  attachment  of  personal  property,  nor  of  real  estate,  (p. 
116,  sec.  11,)  is  there  any  provision  made  for  personal  service  on 
the  defendant.  In  the  case  of  personal  estate,  a  copy  of  the 
writ  must  be  left  at  the  defendant's  usual  place  of  abode,  (p. 
118,  sec.  8,)  and,  in  the  case  of  real  estate,  with  the  person  in  pos- 
session of  the  land,  and  with  the  clerk  of  the  town  where  the 
land  lies,  (p.  116,  sec.  11.)  Such  service  (sec.  8,  p.  113)  is  express- 
ly declared  sufficient  to  bring  the  cause  to  trial.  In  case  of 
real  estate,  the  execution  runs  against  the  property  attached, 
(sec.  11,  p.  116.) 

2.  The  above-cited  statutes  of  Rhode  Island  show  that  the 
service  of  the  process  in  a  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 
State,  made  in  the  same  manner  as  in  this  case,  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  compel  the  attendance  of  the  defendant, 
for  the  purpose  of  ^ving  that  court  jurisdiction  of  the  cause, 
and  to  form  the  basis  of  a  judgment  by  default  in  case  of  his 
non-appearance. 

PoiM  II.  The  eleventh  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789 
does  not  prohibit  the  taking  of  jurisdiction  over  this  caue. 
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The  provisions  of  that  section  apply  to  the  cases  of  jurisdic- 
tion founded  on  the  citizenship  of  tne  parties.  There  is  no 
reference  in  that  section  to  suits  at  common  law  in  which  the 
Circuit  Courts  have  jurisdiction  over  the  parties  by  reason  of 
their  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter.  Most  of 
the  cases  decided  under  that  statute  were  cases  where  the  ju- 
risdiction depended  Solely  on  the  citizenship  of  the  parties,  and 
were  within  the  letter  of  the  prohibition.  (Picquet  v.  Swan,  5 
Mason,  561 ;  Richmond  v.  Dreyfous,  1  Sumner,  181 ;  Toland 
V.  Sprague,  12  Peters,  300.) 

The  case  of  Day  v.  The  Kewark  India  Rubber  Manufactur- 
ing Company,  1  Blatchford,  628,  was  rightly  decided,  inasmuch 
as  the  mode  of  proceeding  adopted  m  the  commencement 
of  that  suit  had  not  been  adopted  by  the  Circuit  Court  in 
New  York;  and  it  is  submitted  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
construe  the  eleventh  section  of  the  judiciary  act  as  extendina 
to  a  class  of  cases  not  referred  to  in  that  statute,  and  in  which 
the  jurisdiction  does  not  depend  on  citizenship. 

It  is  submitted  that  the  Circuit  Court  in  Rhode  Island  takes 
jurisdiction  of  cases  under  the  patent  laws,  in  the  same  man- 
ner that  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State  takes  jurisdiction  of 
any  transitory  action,  and  may  use  the  same  process  to  com- 
pel the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  that  could  have  been 
used  by  the  State  court  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  pro- 
cess act. 

An  objection  to  this  view,  taken  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  in 
Picquet  v.  Swan,  is,  that  the  process  act  was  not  intended  to 
enlarge  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Courts  as  defined  by  the 
judiciary  act.  This  objection  is  not  tenable  in  a  patent  cause, 
oecause  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  enlarged  by  the  patent 
laws,  and  the  process  acts  are  to  be  applied  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  into  effect  the  jurisdiction  so  conferred,  as  well  as  that 
founded  on  citizenship. 

Point  III.  This  is  a  case  of  attachment  of  specific  property, 
real  and  personal,  which,  by  the  Rhode  Island  statute  at  the 
date  of  the  process  act,  is  made  a  suflicient  service  to  brin^  the 
cause  to  trial,  and  therein  differs  from  all  the  cases  decided 
under  the  eleventh  section  of  the  judiciaiy  act,  which  were 
cases  of  foreign  attachment.  In  Picquet  v.  Bwan  there  was  an 
attempt  to  attach  the  real  estate  of  the  defendant,  but  this  at- 
tempted service  was  declared,  by  Judge  Stoiy,  "defective  and 
nugatory."  The  statute  of  Rhode  Island  in  effect  declares 
that  a  defendant  is  to  be  found  in  that  State  for  the  purposes 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  its  courts,  by  his  visible  personal  and  real 
property,  which  can  be  seized  and  levied  on  by  the  sheriff. 
The  decisions  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  cases  where 
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the  jurisdiction  rests  exclusively  on  citizenship,  declare  that  a 
defendant  is  not  found  in  a  district  where  one  of  his  debtors 
resides.     There  is  no  conflict  in  maintaining  both  propositions. 

If  specific  property  cannot  be  attached  when  the  owner  re* 
sides  out  of  tiie  district,  then  an  assignee  under  the  bankrupt 
laws  would  be  deprived  of  his  reme<^  a^nst  a  debtor  of  the 
bankrupt,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  (Kstnct  where  his  property 
might  be  found,  although  that  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit. 

So,  also,  it  would  be  impossible  to  commence  a  suit  at  law 
against  an  American  residing  abroad,  for  infrin^ng  a  patent 
for  a  product  by  sales  in  this  country,  although  he  might  have 
here  warehouses  full  of  goods. 

Point  IV.  If  the  dictum  in  Toland  v.  Sprague,  "that  even 
in  case  of  a  person  being  amenable  to  process  inpersonamj  an 
attachment  against  his  property  cannot  be  issued  against  him, 
except  as  a  part  of  or  together  with  process  to  be  served  upon 
his  person,"  is  to  be  established  as  a  rule  for  the  service  of 
process  from  the  courts  of  the  United  States  in  all  cases,  then 
it  is  not  possible  to  obtain  security  for  a  debt  by  attachment 
on  original  process  from  the  Circuit  Court  in  the  district  of 
Rhode  Island. 

An  attachment  cannot  be  made  on  original  writ,  if  the  debtor 
be  within  the  marshal's  precinct.  Ho  can  attach  goods  and 
chattels  only  when  he  "cannot  find  the  body  of  the  defendant 
within  his  precinct,'*  (Dig.  of  1844,  p.  118,  sec.  3;)  and  real 
estate  can  be  attached  only  when  "the  defendant's  body  or  per- 
sonal estate  cannot  be  found  within  the  State,"  (p.  115,  sec*  11; 
Dig.  of  1857,  pp.  438,  439,  sees.  4,  5,  15.)  !No  provision  is 
made  in  either  case  for  personal  service  on  the  defendant.  A 
copy  of  the  writ  is  to  be  left  at  his  last  and  usual  j^lace  of 
abode,  if  he  has  any  in  the  State,  and,  if  not,  notice  is  to  be 
given  by  advertisement.  But  the  form  of  the  writ  is  such  that 
if  personal  service  can  be  made,  no  attachment  can  be  made, 
and,  when  an  attachment  is  made,  no  personal  service  is  re- 
quired or  expected. 

Many  judgments  have  been  rendered  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Rhode  Island,  in  suits  commenced  by  attachment  a^inst  citi- 
zens of  Rhode  Island  who  have  been  absent,  in  the  belief  that 
the  process  of  that  court  was  to  be  served  like  the  process  of  the 
State  courts,  and  with  like  eSect.  Propertv  has  been  sold, 
and  titles  to  real  estate  have  passed,  upon  sales  made  on  exe- 
cutions issued  on  judgments  obtained  by  default  A  decisior. 
against  the  validity  of  such  attachments  would  not  only  un- 
settle the  titles  to  property  thus  acquired,  but  would  deprive 
suitors  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  that  dii- 
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trict  of  the  most  valaable  portion  of  their  remedial  procesi 
against  their  debtors. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  error  referred  to  the  follow- 
ing authorities : 

jS[o  civil  suit  can  be  brought  in  a  Circuit  Court  a^inst  the 
defendant  in  any  district  whereof  he  is  not  an  inhabitant,  or  is 
not  found  at  the  date  of  *the  alleged  service  of  the  writ.  (Ju- 
diciary act  of  1789,  sec.  11,  Stat,  at  Large,  vol.  1,  p.  79;  Hol- 
lingsworth  v.  Adams,  2  Dallas,  896 ;  Pollard  v.  Dwight,  4  Cranch, 
424;  Picquet  v.  Swan,  5  Mason,  35, 48, 60;  Richmond  v.  Drey- 
fous,  1  Sumner,  181,  182 ;  Harrison  et  al.  v.  Rowan  et  ux.,  1 
Pet.  C.  C.  R.,  489;  Toland  i;.  Sprague,  12  Pet,  800,  828,  880; 
Com.  and  R.  R.  Bank  of  Vicksburg  v.  Slocumb  et  al.,  14  Pet., 
60 ;  Levy  i\  Pitzpatrick,  16  Pet.,  171 ;  Louisville  R.  R,  Co.  v. 
Letson,  2  How.,  666, 667 ;  Herndon  v.  Ridgway,  17  How.,  424; 
Sadlier  v.  Fallon,  2  Curtis,  679,  681.) 

The  law  has  been  equally  well  settled  in  relation  to  service 
of  process  in  patent  suits.  (Horace  H.  Day  v.  The  Newark 
Lidia  Rubber  Manufacturing  Co.,  1  Blatch.,  629;  Saddler  et 
al.  V.  Hudson  et  al.,  2  Curtis,  6.) 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON"  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  question  of  law  decided  below,  and  which  We  are  called 
on  to  revise,  arises  on  the  following  facts :  On  the  twenty-sec- 
ond day  of  October,  1866,  the  plaintiff  in  error  sued  out  a  writ 
in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Rhode  Island 
district,  against  Nathaniel  Hayward,  styling  him  as  "of  Col- 
chester, in  the  State  of  Connecticut^  commorant  of  Providence, 
in  the  State  of  Rhode  Island,"  for  the  recovery  of  damages 
alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  by 
reason  of  an  alleged  infringement  of  a  patent  right  claimed  by 
said  plaintiff. 

On  the  same  day,  the  marshal  of  the  Rhode  Island  district 
made  return  on  the  writ,  that  "for  want  of  the  body  of  the 
within  defendant  to  be  by  me  found  within  my  district,  I  have 
attached,"  &c.,  ^enumerating  certain  real  estate  lying  in  the  city 
of  Providence,  m  the  State  of  Rhode  Island,)  and  a  still  ftirther 
return  of  having  made  further  service  of  the  writ,  by  attaching 
all  the  personal  estate  of  the  defendant  in  the  India  rubber  fac- 
tory of  Hartshorn  &  Co.,  and  in  the  store  or  warehouse  No.  7, 
Dorrance  street  stores,  &c.,  and  "have  left  true  and  attested 
copies  of  this  writ,  with  my  doings  thereon,  with  the  city  clerk 
of  the  city  of  Providence,  and  with  John  Sweet  and  William 
E.  Himes,  they  being  in  possession  of  the  premises,  the  defend 
unt  having  no  known  place  of  abode  withm  my  district." 

At  the  ITovember  term  of  the  court,  a  declaration  was  filed, 
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oontaining  the  allegations  of  citizenship  of  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant, and  that  the  defendant  was  commorant  of  Providence, 
as  in  the  writ ;  and  at  the  same  term  the  defendant,  in  his  own 
proper  person,  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  that  he 
was  at  the  time  of  the  pretended  service  of  the  writ,  and  is,  an 
inhabitant  of  the  district  of  Connecticut,  and  not  an  inhabitant 
of  the  district  of  Rhode  Island,  nor  was  he  at  the  time  of  the 
pretended  service  of  the  writ  within  the  district  of  Rhode  Isl- 
and; praying  the  judgment  of  the  court,  whether  it  can  or  will 
take  cognizance  of  the  action  against  him. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff,  by  his  attorney,  filed  a  general 
demurrer,  on  which  the  cause  was  heard,  ana  at  the  June  terra 
the  court  overruled  the  demurrer  and  diflmissed  the  case  for 
want  of  jurisdiction;  upon  which,  the  plaintiff  sued  out  a  writ 
oiF  error. 

By  the  eleventh  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  it  is  pro- 
vided, "  That  no  civil  suit  in  a  Circuit  or  District  Court  shall 
be  brought  against  an  inhabitant  of  the  United  States  by  anj 
original  process  in  any  other  district  than  that  whereof  he  is 
an  mhabitant,  or  in  which  he  shall  be  found  at  the  time  of  serv- 
ing the  writ." 

it  has  been  several  times  held  by  this  court  as  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  foregoing  section,  that  jurisdiction  of  the  per- 
son of  a  defendant,  (who  is  an  inhabitant  of  another  State,)  can 
only  be  obtained,  in  a  civil  action,  by  service  of  process  on  his 
person,  within  the  district  where  the  suit  is  instituted;  and 
that  no  jurisdiction  can  be  acquired  by  attaching  property  of  a 
non-resident  defendant,  ^pursuant  to  a  State  attachment  law. 
The  doctrine  announced  to  this  effect,  in  the  case  of  Toland  v. 
Sprague,  in  1838,  (12  Peters,  327,)  has  been  uniformly  followed 
since,  both  by  this  court  and  at  the  circuits.  (15  Pet,  171 ;  17 
Bow.,  424.) 

It  is  insisted,  however,  for  the  plaintiff',  that  these  rulings 
were  had  in  cases  arising  where  the  jurisdiction  depended  on 
citizenship ;  whereas,  here  the  suit  is  founded  on  an  act  of  Con- 

fress  conferring  jurisdiction  on  the  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United 
tates  in  suits  by  inventors  against  those  who  infringe  their 
letters  patent,  including  all  cases,  both  at  law  and  in  equity, 
arising  under  the  patent  laws,  without  regard  to  citizenship  of 
the  parties  or  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  therefore  the 
eleventh  section  of  the  judiciary  act  does  not  apply,  but  the 
process  acts  of  the  State  where  the  suit  is  brought  must  govern ; 
and  that  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  8th,  1792,  so  declares. 

The  second  section  of  that  act  provides,  that  the  forms  and 
modes  of  proceeding  in  suits  at  common  law  shall  be  the  same 
as  are  now  used  in  the  Federal  courts,  respectively,  pursuant 


216  8XTPREME  COURT. 

Doy  ▼.  TJfwm  India  Rubber  Compmy. 

to  the  act  of  1789,  ch.  21,  known  as  the  process  act  of  that 
year. 

This  act  (sec.  2)  declares,  that  until  further  provision  shall 
be  made,  and  except  where  by  this  act  ^^or  other  statutes  of  the 
United  States  is  othmmse  proviaedy'*  the  forms  of  writs  and  exe- 
cations,  and  modes  of  process  in  suits  at  common  law,  shall  be 
the  same  in  each  State,  respectively,  as  are  now  used  or  allowed 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  same.  This  was  to  be  the  mode 
of  process,  unless  provision  had  been  made  by  Congress;  and^ 
to  the  extent  that  Congress  had  provided,  the  State  laws  ahonld 
not  operate. 

Now,  the  only  statute  of  the  United  States  then  existing,  reff^ 
ulating  practice,  was  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  (ch.  20,)  whi^ 
is  above  recited.  The  eleventh  section  is  excepted  out  of  and 
stands  unafiected  by  the  subsequent  process  acts,  and  is  as 
applicable  in  this  case  as  it  was  tx)  those  where  jurisdiction  de- 
pended on  citizenship.  It  applies  in  its  terms  to  oU  civil  salts; 
it  makes  no  exception,  nor  can  the  courts  of  justice  make 
any. 

The  judicial  power  extends  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equity 
arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States, 
and  it  is  pursuant  to  this  clause  of  the  Constitution  that  the 
United  States  courts  are  vested  with  power  to  execute  the 
laws  respecting  inventors  and  patented  inventions;  but  where 
suits  are  to  be  brought  is  left  to  the  general  law :  to  wit,  to  the 
eleventh  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  which  requires  personal 
service  of  process,  within  the  district  where  the  suit  is  brought, 
if  the  defendant  be  an  inhabitant  of  another  State. 

This  case,  and  that  of  Day  against  £[ay  ward,  depend  on  the 
same  grounds  of  jurisdiction,  and  were  both  correctly  decided 
in  the  Circuit  Court;  and  the  judgment  in  each  is  affirmed. 


HoRAOB  H.  Day,  Appellant,  v.  Thb  Uhiov  Ivdia  Kitbue 

COHPAKT. 

^e  parij  defendant!  in  the  present  salt  hare  as  mnoh  right  to  maanflietare  Tari- 
oos  articles  of  India  rubber  under  OhafTee's  patent,  as  the  Uoenseei  in  the  ease 
of  Hartshorn  v.  Day,  19  How. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Clarence  A.  Seward  and  Mr.  Jenekes  for 
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the  appellant,  and  by  Mr.  Noyes  for  the  appellees,  upon  which 
side  there  was  also  a  brief  by  Mr.  Staples. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York. 

The  bill  was  filed  in  the  court  below  by  Day,  as  assignee  of 
the  patent  of  Edwin  M.  Chaffee,  for  a  new  improvement  in 
preparing  and  applying  India  rubber  to  cloth,  &c.,  dated  the 
31st  August,  1836,  and  renewed  for  seven  years  from  the  8l8t 
August,  1850,  against  the  defendants,  for  an  alleged  infringe- 
ment during  the  running  of  the  renewed  term. 

The  questions  involved  in  the  case  are,  substantially,  the 
same  as  those  presented  and  decided  in  the  case  of  Hartshorn 
et  al.  V.  Day,  at  the  last  term,  and  reported  in  19  How.,  p.  211. 
That  was  an  action  at  law,  brought  by  the  same  plaintifl^ 
upon  this  patent,  against  the  defendants,  who  were  licensees 
under  Chanes  Goodyear,  for  the  manufacture  of  India  rubber 
boots  and  shoes.  The  defendants  in  the  present  case  are 
licensees  under  Goodyear,  for  the  manufacture  of  India  rub- 
ber cloth  for  various  purposes.  In  both  cases,  the  right  to 
manufacture  the  article  rested  upon  the  authority  of  Goodyear 
to  CTant  the  license,  as  derived  from  Chaffee,  the  patentee. 

The  court  held,  in  the  case  of  Hartshorn  et  al.  v.  Day,  that 
under  the  agreement  of  the  5th  September,  1850,  between 
Chaffee,  the  patentee,  and  William  Judson,  the  entire  owner- 
ship in  the  patent,  legal  and  equitable,  passed  to  Judson,  for 
the  benefit  of  Goodyear  and  those  holding  rights  under  him, 
and  on  that  ground  decided  in  favor  of  the  licensees. 

Now,  in  this  case  the  licenses  under  Goodyear  to  manufac- 
ture cloth  of  the  description  claimed  are  as  broad  and  ample 
as  were  those  to  the  defendants  in  the  case  just  mentioned. 
Goodyear  became  the  sole  owner  of  the  patent  of  Chaftee  as 
early  as  28th  June,  1844,  and  on  the  18th  July  following  gave 
a  license  to  the  Naugatuck  India  Rubber  Company,  to  manu- 
facture cloths,  with  certain  exceptions,  under  all  his  patents — 
those  in  which  he  was  then  interested  or  in  which  he  might 
thereafter  be  interested,  issued  or  to  be  issued — and,  also,  in 
all  renewals  of  patents.  He  also  gave  a  like  extensive  license, 
on  the  28th  of  March,  1847,  to  W.  E.  &  John  Rider,  for  manu- 
fiwturing  of  ships'  letter  and  mail  bags ;  and  in  February  ot 
the  same  year,  a  similar  license  to  manufacture  wearing  ap- 
parel, &c.,  to  Jonathan  Trotter;  and  on  the  1st  July,  1848, 
one  to  Trotter  and  W.  Rider  &  Brother,  for  the  manufacture 
of  army  and  navy  equipments,  sheet  rubber,  &;c.  All  these 
various  licenses  afterwards  became  consolidated  in  the  Union 
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India  Rubber  Company,  the  defendant?  in  this  suit,  and  pre- 
sent therefore  a  complete  defence  to  the  suit,  if  Goodyear  was 
the  true  owner  of  the  Chaffee  renewed  patent.  And  this,  as 
we  have  seen,  has  already  been  held  in  the  case  of  Hartshorn 
r.  Day. 

Besides,  in  the  agreement  of  the  6th  September,  1850,  be- 
tween Chaffee  and  Judson,  it  is  expressly  stated  that  the  patent 
was  conveyed  to  the  latter,  to  secure  it  tor  the  benefit  of  Good- 
year and  those  holding  rights  to  use  it  under  and  in  connection 
with  his  licenses;  ana  Judson  was  also  directed  to  hold  it  for 
their  benefit. 

The  license  of  the  defendants  therefore,  in  this  case,  stands 
upon  two  grounds,  either  of  which  would  seem  to  constitute  a 
suflicient  defence  to  the  suit  for  infringement:  First,  authority 
from  Goodyear,  the  owner  of  the  renewed  term  of  the  patent; 
and  second,  the  express  recognition  of  Chaffee,  the  patentee, 
of  the  right  of  these  parties  as  licensees  of  Goodyear  to  use 
the  improvement.  And  we  may  add  to  these  pounds  of  de- 
fence, that  upon  the  interpretation  of  the  court  in  the  case  of 
Hartshorn  v.  Day,  of  the  several  agreements  relating  to  this 
patent,  and  especially  that  of  6th  September,  1860,  Say  took 
no  interest  in  it  under  the  assignment  of  Chaffee  of  1st  July, 
1868,  he  having  previous  to  that  time  parted  with  all  his  in- 
terest for  the  benefit  of  Goodyear  and  his  licensees. 

Some  evidence  has  been  given  in  the  case  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  the  agreement  of  6th  September  was  not  sealed 
at  the  time  of  its  execution,  and  that  tne  seal  must  have  been 
annexed  afterwards  without  any  authority.  But  it  is  too  slight 
and  uncertain  to  be  entitled  to  any  weight. 

It  has  also  been  insisted  that  this  instrument  was  procured 
by  fraud  from  Chaffee,  through  the  contrivance  of  Judson. 
But  the  evidence  relied  on  is  very  general  and  unsatisfactory; 
and,  besides,  it  is  too  late  to  set  up  any  such  ground  of  defence 
after  Chaffee  himself  has  carried  the  agreement  into  execution, 
and  acted  under  it,  receiving  its  benefits  for  some  three  years. 
And  what  is  remarkable  on  this  point,  he  is  the  chief  witness 
to  make  out  the  alleged  fraud. 

It  has  also  been  urged  that  the  licensees  have  not  contrib* 
uted  to  the  fund  for  paying  the  expenses  of  the  renewal  of  the 
patent.  Bat  this  is  a  matter  in  which  Chaffee  had  no  interest. 
He  has  taken  the  indemnity  of  Judson  against  these  expenses. 
The  licensees  were  never  liable  to  him  for  them. 

Without  pursuing  the  examination  further,  we  are  entirely 
satisfied,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  that.the  deoree  below  la 
li^ht,  and  should  be  affirmed. 
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Jacob  U.  Paynb,  J.  P.  Harrison,  and  George  W.  Hunting- 
don, COMMERCIAL   PARTNERS,    UNDER  THE  NAME   AND   FIRM   OF 

Patnb  &  Harrison,  Intbrvenors,  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  v. 
Jonathan  J.  Nilbs,  Jambs  M.  Niles,  Lbandbr  H.  Corby, 
and  Stephen  Allen,  partners,  doing  business  under  the 
name  and  style  of  nilbs  &  co.,  plaintiffs,  and  william 
A.  Broadwbll,  syndic  of  Andrew  Knox,  deceased.  Defend- 
ant. 

No  one  can  bring  up,  as  plaintiff  in  a  writ  of  error,  the  judgment  of  an  inferioz 
court  to  a  superior  one,  unless  he  was  %  party  to  the  judgment  in  the  court  be- 
low ;  nor  can  any  one  be  made  a  defendant  in  the  writ  of  error  who  was  not  a 
party  to  the  judgment  in  the  inferior  court. 

Therefore,  where  there  was  a  judgment  in  the  court  below,  and  certain  persons 
intervened,  whose  petition  for  intervention  was  dismissed,  they  have  no  right  to 
sue  out  a  writ  of  error  from  the  judgment  to  which  they  were  not  parties;  nor 
was  any  process,  upon  their  intervention,  served  upon  the  original  defendant. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Louisiana. 

As  originally  brought,  the  suit  was  H^iles  &  Oo.  v.  Knox,  and 
the  circumstances  which  led  to  the  change  of  title  are  stated 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

On  the  8th  of  February,  1856,  the  Circuit  Court  dismissed 
the  intervention,  with  costs,  when  the  interveners  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error,  and  brought  the  case  up  to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  ChUton  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and 
by  Mr.  Benjamin  for  the  defendant.     There  were  also  briefs  of  ' 
Mr.  Chilton  and  Mr.  Dcmdge  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and  Mr. 
Pike  for  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Benjamin  thus  noticed  the  point  upon  which  the  decision 
of  the  court  turned : 

1st.  The  writ  of  error  must  be  dismissed.  There  is  no  such 
record  as  is  required  by  the  eleventh  and  thirty-first  rules  of 
the  court.  There  is  nothing  but  a  petition  of  intervention, 
and  an  agreed  statement  of  mots  without  any  date,  but  which 
seems  to  have  been  made  up  after  the  new  trial  was  refused; 
no  answer,  no  pleadings,  no  bill  of  exceptions.  (Eeene  v. 
Whitaker,  13  Pet.,  469;  Curtis  v.  Petitpaiu,  18  How.,  110.) 

2d.  The  judgment  appealed  from  is  one  of  which  this  court 
has  no  jurisdiction;  the  writ  ou^ht  to  be  dismissed.  (Bayard 
V.  Lombard,  9  How.,  650 ;   Curtis  v.  Petitpain,  18  How.,  110.) 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANET  delivered  the  opinion  of  tbi 
court. 
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This  case  is  brought  here  by  a  writ  of  error  directed  to  the 
CSrcuit  Court  for  the  eastern  district  of  Louisiana. 

It  appears  by  the  transcript,  that  Niles  A;  Co.,  citizens  of 
Ohio,  broaght  suit  in  tiie  Circuit  Court  against  Andrew  Knox, 
of  Louisiana,  for  the  price  of  certain  machinery  furnished  to 
the  latter  for  the  use  of  his  plantation.  They  claimed  the 
vendor's  privilege  on  the  articles  sold,  which  were  still  in  pos- 
session of  the  vendee.  The  suit  was  instituted  on  the  21st  of 
Pebruarr,  1856,  and  on  the  17th  of  April,  1855,  a  decree  was 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  two  thousand  six  hundred 
and  eighty-six  dollars  and  sixty-nine  cents,  with  interest^  and 
with  the  vendor's  privilege  on  the  machinery. 

On  the  19th  of  March,  1855,  Payne  &  Harrison,  the  plaintiflfe 
in  error,  citizens  of  Louisiana,  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court  a  pe- 
tition of  intervention  in  the  above-mentioned  suit,  alleging 
that  Knox  was  indebted  to  them  in  a  large  sum  of  money,  for 
which  they  held  a  mortgage  on  the  plantation  on  whicn  the 
machinery  in  question  was  erected;  and  claiming  that  their 
right  by  virtue  of  this  mortgage  was  superior  to  tiie  vendor's 
lien  of  Niles  k  Co.,  and  prayed  a  citation  for  Niles  &  Co. ; 
but  <Md  not  pray  for  any  process  against  Knox.  Nor  does  the 
record  show  that  he  ever  voluntanly  appeared  to  or  answered 
this  petition.  And  on  the  8th  of  February,  1856,  it  was  bv 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  finally  dismissed,  with 
costs. 

A  statement  of  facts  was  afterwards  a^eed  on  between  the 
counsel  for  Niles  &  Co.  and  the  counsel  for  Payne  k  Harrison, 
which  is  set  forth  in  the  transcript,  but  it  does  not  appear  that 
Knox  assented  to  it,  or  indeed  had  any  knowledge  of  it. 

Afterwards,  on  the  18th  of  February,  1856,  the  counsel  for 
Payne  &;  Harrison  represented  to  the  court  that  Knox  had  died 
after  the  suit  on  their  intervention  was  instituted,  and  that  no 
one  had  qualified  as  his  executor  or  administrator,  and  that 
there  was  no  representative  of  his  estate,  except  William  A. 
Broadwell,  of  New  Orleans,  who  was  the  duly-appointed  and 

aualified  syndic  of  said  Knox;  and  thereupon  moved  the  court 
iiat  the  said  Broadwell  be  made  a  party  to  the  cause,  which 
was  accordingly  ordered  by  the  court,  and  a  copy  of  the  order 
served  on  him  by  the  marshal  on  the  succeeding  day ;  and  on 
the  day  of  the  service,  this  writ  of  error  was  sued  out  by  the 
intervenors,  Payne  k  Harrison. 

The  writ  recites  that  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  a  caee  be- 
tween Niles  k  Co.,  plaintiflfe,  and  Broadwell,  syndic  of  Knox, 
defendant,  and  Payne  k  Harrison,  intervenors  in  said  suit,  who 
were  plaintiffi,  both  as  against  Niles  &  Co.  and  Broadwell,  syn- 
dic of  Knox;  and  citations  were  issued  and  served  on  NOes  k 
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Co.  and  Broadwell,  to  appear  in  this  court  upon  the  return  of 
the  writ  of  error. 

It  will  be  seen,  from  this  statement,  that  Pavne  k  Harrison 
were  not  parties  to  the  judgment  in  the  suit  of  Niles  &  Co.  i\ 
Knox.  The  only  judgment  iu  the  Circuit  Court  to  which  they 
were  parties,  was  the  judgment  dismissing  their  petition  of  in- 
tervention ;  and  Knox  was  not  made  a  party  defendant  in  that 
proceeding,  nor  was  he  a  party  to  that  iudgment  The  order 
of  the  court  to  make  Broadwell,  his  syndic,  a  party,  was  passed 
after  this  judgment  was  rendered. 

Writs  of  error  to  remove  the  judgment  of  an  inferior  tribu- 
nal to  this  court  are,  under  the  acts  of  Congress,  governed  by 
the  principles  and  usages  of  the  common  law.  And  it  is  yery 
well  settled  in  all  common-law  courts,  that  no  one  can  bring 
up,  as  plaintiff  in  a  writ  of  error,  the  judgment  of  an  inferior 
court  to  a  superior  one,  unless  he  was  a  party  to  the  judgment 
in  the  court  below;  nor  can  any  one  be  made  a  defendant  in 
the  writ  of  error,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  iudgment  in  the 
inferior  court.  Payne  &  Harrison,  therefore,  have  no  right  to 
sue  out  a  writ  of  error  upon  the  judgment  in  the  suit  between 
Niles  k  Co.  and  Knox,  to  which  they  were  not  a  party,  nor  can 
the}'^  make  Knox  or  his  representative  a  defendant  in  a  writ  of 
error  brought  upon  thejudgment  on  the  petition  of  interven 
tion,  to  which  neither  "Knox  nor  Broadwell,  his  syndic,  was  a 
partv. 

This  writ  of  error  attempts  to  do  both,  and  is  therefore  not 
warranted  by  law.    It  cannot  bring  the  judgments  referred  to, 
or  either  of  them,  before  this  court,  and  must  therefore  be  dis 
missed,  with  costs. 


John  McGavock,  PLAnrriPF  in  Error,  p.  Pbtbr  W.  Woodlibf 

A  broker  who  negotiates  the  sale  of  an  estate  is  not  entitled  to  his  commission 
antil  he  finds  a  purchaser  in  a  sitaation  and  ready  and  willing  to  complete  the 
purchase  on  the  terms  ag^reed  upon  between  the  broker  and  the  vendor. 

Where  the  Judge  files  the  statement  of  facts  after  the  trial,  nunc  pro  tune^  it  is  rea- 
sonable to  presume  that  he  had  been  requested  to  do  io  at  the  trial. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Louis- 
iana. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Benjamin  for  the  plaintiff  in  error« 
and  Ml    Taylor  for  the  defendant 
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Mr*  Benjamin  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

It  is  difficult  to  institute  an  ar^ment  on  a  proposition  which 
appears  so  plain  as  that  the  plaintiff's  case  was  not  made  out 
on  the  facts  stated  to  be  proven;  but  as  the  judge  below,  even 
after  argument  for  new  trial,  persisted  in  the  opinion  that 
plaintiff  had  proven  his  case,  we  will  analyze  the  aUegata  and 
probata. 

The  plaintiff's  petition  was  clearly  demurrable;  but  as  he 
was  allowed  to  make  all  the  proof  he  could,  the  case  will  be 
argued  on  the  merits  alone,  it  was  necessary  for  plaintiff  to 
prove — 

1st.  That  he  was  employed  as  a  broker  by  McGavock,  to 
effect  a  sale  of  his  plantation. 

2d.  That  he  did  nnd  a  purchaser  willing  and  able  to  buy  the 
plantation  at  the  price  and  terms  fixed  by  McGavock,  to  wit, 
for  $180,000,  payable  $20,000  in  cash,  and  the  remainder  in 
five  equal  annual  instalments,  without  interest 

3d.  That  the  sale  was  actually  made  and  the  price  received; 
or,  at  all  events, 

4th.  That  it  was  his  employer's  own  fault  that  the  sale  was 
not  effected;  and  that  the  employer's  refusal  to  cany  out  the 
sale  agreed  on  resulted  from  (to  use  the  language  of  the  judge) 
whim,  or  caprice,  or  insufficient  reasons. 

Ist.  The  statement  of  facts  finds  the  first  fact  essential  to 
plaintiff's  recovery. 

2d.  On  the  second  point,  the  evidence  directly  contradicts 
the  plaintiff's  case. 

According  to  the  statement  of  facts,  the  purchaser  to  whom 
McGavock  agreed  to  sell  was  one  George  M.  Long;  the  price 
was  to  be  $120,000  for  the  plantation,  and  $13,500  for  the 
growing  crop,  to  be  paid  as  the  crop  was  sold.  This  price  was 
to  be  paid,  says  the  statement,  rrmrdy  in  the  notes  of  a  Dr. 
Bard,  which  notes  belonged  to  Mrs.  Long. 

Was  Long  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to  make  the  pur- 
chase? 

The  statement  says  "that  he  owned  no  propertv;  or,  if  he 
did.  that  it  stood  in  the  name  of  his  wife,  and  that  he  had  little 
credit.     His  credit  was  not  good." 

The  statement  also  savs  of  the  notes,  which  were  the  main 
portion  of  the  price,  "that  they  were  the  property  of  Mrs. 
Long,  the  wife  of  Gteorge  M.  Long;  that  although  she  at  first 
refused  to  permit  the  notes  to  be  used  in  the  purchase  of  the 
plantation  and  slaves  from  McGavock,  she  afterwards  con- 
sented that  they  should  be  so  used,  on  condition  that  the  aate  of 
the  plantation  and  slaves  shovld  be  made  to  her.** 

Can  anything  be  clearer,  then,  than  the  fact  that  the  par 
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chaser  procured  by  the  broker  was  unable  to  buy,  because  he 
could  not  pay  the  price  agreed  on  ? 

The  petition  contains  no  allegation  of  a  sale  to  Mrs.  Lon^. 
The  statement  of  facts  shows  no  consent  of  McGavock  to  selJ 
to  her.  It  shows  not  even  a  proposition  to  McGavock  to  sell 
to  Mrs.  Long;  nothing  but  a  power  of  attorney  from  her  to 
the  broker,  to  buy  the  property  for  her,  with  her  husband's  con- 
sent. It  does  not  appear  fiiat  her  husband  ever  agreed  to  this, 
nor  that  her  offer  was  ever  communicated  to  McGavock. 

The  only  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker  being  shown  to 
be  unable  to  comply  with  his  bargain,  on  what  conceivable 
ground  could  McGavock  be  compelled  to  pay  a  brokerage 
commission? 

But  the  statement  shows  that  Mrs.  Long  herself  was  unable 
to  comply  with  the  terms  agreed  on.  It  says,  "that  it  was  in 
the  contemplation  of  purchaser  and  seller  that  the  notes  of 
Dr.  Bard  should  be  substituted  in  the  place  of  those  which 
had  been  given  by  McGavock  to  Thibodaux,  when  McGavock 
purchased  it  from  Thibodaux." 

Here,  then,  McGavock  stipulated  that  his  own  notes  should 
be  taken  up  aud  returned  to  nim,  by  substituting  Bard*8  notes. 
But  some  of  McGavock's  notes,  amounting  to  at  least  $20,000, 
were  in  the  hands  of  Cammack,  Squires,  &  West,  and  the  state- 
ment says  ^^that  application  was  made  by  the  plainti£^  and  by 
Lonff,  to  the  said  firm,  to  substitute  the  notes,  &c.,  but  that  no 
satiraactory  answer  was  received." 

How  is  this  difficulty  to  be  obviated  ?  Here  is  a  positive  con- 
dition of  the  sale,  an  important  condition,  which  the  purchaser 
finds  it  impossible  to  comply  with.  Was  McGavock  bound  to 
sell,  and  leave  his  own  notes  for  $20,000  outstanding?  It  is 
true,  that  in  the  statement  of  facts  tiie  judge  says  that  ne  "  sees 
no  reason  to  doubt  that  L(mg  and  mfi  would  have  been  pre- 
pared to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  *  *  * 
even  if  they  were  required  to  pay  cash  the  amount  for  which 
Cammack,  Squires,  k  West,  were  endorsers,  by  having  discounted 
a  portion  of  I>r.  Bard's  obliaations.'' 

It  is  obvious  that  this  last  quotation  contains  no  statement 
of  any  factj  but  a  mere  inference  of  the  judge  from  the  other 
facts  proven ;  in  other  words,  it  is  a  reason  given  for  his  judg- 
ment. 

But  this  passage  is  curious,  as  exhibiting  how  far  the  court 
had  travelled  away  from  the  true  issue,  which  was  simply  this: 
"Was  George  M.  Long,  who  made  the  purchase,  able  to  com- 
ply with  the  condition  of  substituting  Bard's  notes  for  McGav- 
ocVs?'*  The  statement  admits  that  he  did  not  own  Bard's 
notes,  and  could  not  get  them  for  his  own  purchase ;  and  that 
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if  he  did,  the  holder  of  McGavock*8  notes  would  not  make  the 
exchange. 

Thereupon  the  court  decides  that  McGavock  was  bound  to 
sell  to  Mrs.  Long,  or  to  Long  and  urife,  and  infers,  in  opposition 
to  the  direct  fact  that  the  substitution  of  notes  was  impractica- 
ble, that  "Long  and  wife  woidd  fiave  been  prepared  to  pay  cash 
by  discounting  Bards  notes."' 

Surely  this  is  making  a  bargain  for  McGkivock,  not  executing 
one  made  by  him. 

8d.  It  is  admitted  that  no  sale  was  actually  made,  and  no 
brokers^  due  therefor  for  actually  effecting  a  sale. 

4th.  u  it  were  admitted  that  brokerage  could  ever  be  re- 
covered without  an  actual  sale  effected,  (a  point  which  it  is 
unnecessary  to  discuss  under  a  state  of  facts  like  that  above 
disclosed,)  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  recovery  could  only  be 
had  in  a  case  where  the  party  employing  the  broker  nad, 
through  his  own  fault  and  caprice,  prevented  the  accomplish- 
ment of  the  condition  on  which  the  broker's  right  to  commis- 
sion depends,  to  wit,  the  effecting  of  a  sale.  As  nothing  of 
this  kind  appears  in  this  case,  it  is  our  confident  conclusion 
that  the  plaintiff  in  error  has  been  erroneously  condemned  in 
the  lower  court.  fBroad  v.  Thomas,  7  Bingh.,  99;  Bead  v. 
Bann,  10  Barn,  ana  Cress.) 

Mr,  Taylor's  points  were  the  following: 

1st.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record  which  can  enable  the 
court  to  revise  the  judgment  of  the  court  below.  (Lathrop  v. 
Judson,  19  How.,  69.) 

2d.  The  plaintiff  in  error  employed  the  defendant  in  error, 
in  his  capacity  of  broker,  to  find  a  purchaser  and  to  negotiate  a 
sale  of  his  (the  plaintiff  in  error's)  plantation,  A;c.,  for  him. 
The  defendant  in  error  found  a  purchaser,  brought  the  parties 
together,  and  they  came  to  a  distmct  understanding  and  a^ee- 
ment  to  make  and  complete  a  sale  of  the  property,  and  the 
sale  was  not  completed  only  through  the  fault  of  the  plaintifi* 
in  error. 

8d.  The  right  of  the  defendant  in  error  to  the  usual  com- 
mission of  brokers  in  such  cases  became  perfect  when  the 
minds  of  the  parties  to  the  negotiation  were  brought  to  a  con- 
currence, and  thus  the  consideration  and  terms  of  the  contract 
of  sale  with  respect  to  the  property  to  be  sold  were  agreed 
upon.  (C.  C.  of  La.,  Art.  1797,  1765;  Story  on  Agency,  sec 
829;  Hammond  v.  HoUiday,  1  Cur.  and  Payne,  887.) 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  conrt. 
This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Unite*^ 
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States,  held  by  the  district  judge  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Louisiana. 

The  suit  was  bnjught  by  Woodlief,  a  broker  in  the  city  of 
New  Orleans,  against  the  defendant,  to  recover  the  sum  of  two 
thousand  six  hundred  dollars,  as  a  commission  for  negotiating 
the  sale  of  a  plantation  and  slaves. 

The  petition  sets  out  that  on  the  16th  November,  1855,  the 
defendant  employed  the  plaintiff  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  his 
sugar  plantation,  situate  on  the  Bayou  La  Fourche,  in  the 
State  of  Louisiana,  and  seventy  slaves,  for  the  price  of  $130,000, 
of  which  $20,000  was  to  be  paid  in  cash,  and  the  remainder  in 
five  equal  annual  instalments,  with  interest.  That  the  plain- 
tiff soon  thereafter  found  a  purchaser,  namely,  George  M. 
Long,  of  the  parish  of  Carroll,  State  of  Louisiana;  and  on  the 
20th  November,  said  Long,  with  the  plaintiff,  went  to  the  resi- 
dence of  the  defendant,  examined  the  property,  and  concluded 
an  agreement  of  purchase  according  to  the  terms  stated. 

The  fects  set  forth  in  the  petition  were  denied  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  cause  went  down  for  trial  before  the  court,  a  jury 
having  been  waived,  when  a  judgment  was  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  amount  claimed. 

The  case  comes  up  on  a  writ  of  error  to  this  court  upon  a 
statement  of  facts  by  the  judge.  The  issue  was  tried  in  the 
court  below,  and  the  judgment  rendered  on  the  24th  June, 
1866.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  heard,  and  denied  on  the 
9th  of  October  following.  The  writ  of  error  was  then  prayed 
for  and  allowed,  and  the  statement  of  facts  drawn  up  and  or- 
dered to  be  filed,  nunc  pro  tuncy  as  of  the  24th  June,  1856,  the 
day  the  cause  was  first  tried  before  the  court. 

An  objection  wae  made  on  the  argument,  that  this  statement 
of  facts  could  not  be  noticed,^  it  having  been  made  up  after  the 
term  in  which  the  cause  was  tried,  and  as  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  court  was  requested  to  draw  it  up  at  the  time  of  the  trial. 
We  are  of  opinion  that,  as  the  judge  has  drawn  up  and  filed  the 
statement  as  of  the  day  of  the  trial,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  pre- 
sume that  he  had  been  so  requested  at  the  trial  by  the  counsel 
fi>r  the  defendant.  We  agree  that  the  request  must  be  made 
at  this  time,  in  order  to  enable  the  court  to  notice  it  in  error; 
but  the  statement  may  be  drawn  up  afterwards^  as  shall  be 
convenient  for  the  judge.  This  is  the  settled  practice  in  courts 
where  the  proceedings  are  according  to  the  common  law.  The 
bill  of  exceptions  may  be  settled  after,  though  tiie  exceptions 
must  be  taken  at  the  trial. 

As  to  the  merits,  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  error  in 
the  decision  of  the  court  below. 

The  terms  of  the  sale,  as  gi^en  by  the  vendor  to  Hie  )>laili* 

VOL.  XX.  15 
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tiff,  the  broker,  were  simple  and  specific — ^the  price  $180,000, 
$20,000  in  cash,  and  the  remainder  in  five  equal  annual  pay- 
ments. Long,  the  purchaser,  agreed  to  these  terms,  as  averred 
in  the  petition,  and  not  questioned  in  the  case ;  and  if  he  had 
oftered  and  was  in  a  condition  to  consummate  the  agreement 
according  to  its  terms,  no  doubt  the  commission  would  have 
been  earned,  and  the  recovery  below  right.  But  when  the 
parties  proceeded  to  the  execution  of  the  contract  of  sale,  a 
change  was  proposed  by  Lon^,  the  vendee,  which,  for  aught 
that  appears  upon  the  facts  or  in  the  finding  of  the  judge,  was 
never  assented  to  by  the  defendant.  The  change  was  substan- 
tial, and  called  for  a  new  and  distinct  agreement  before  the 
vendor  could  be  bound.  The  wife  of  Long  was  interposed  as 
the  purchaser,  the  husband  being  a  person  of  no  means  or 
credit.  Her  means,  it  appears,  consisted  of  notes  given  to  her 
by  Dr.  Bard,  for  a  plantation  which  she  had  sold  to  him ;  and 
the  greater  part  of  the  statement  of  facts  is  made  up  of  various 
negotiations  with  third  parties,  by  the  plaintiff  and  Long,  with 
a  view  to  turn  these  notes  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  so 
as  to  apply  them  towards  payment  of  the  $130,000,  the  purchase- 
money.  This  was  to  be  brought  about  by  substituting  them 
in  the  place  of  notes  which  the  defendant  had  given  to  one 
Thibodaux,  from  whom  he  had  purchased  his  plantation. 
Thibodaux  was  willing  to  receive  the  notes  of  Dr.  Bard,  in 
lieu  of  the*  defendant's,  if  the  substitution  could  be  legally 
made,  and  he  could  retain  a  first  mortgage  on  the  plantation 
and  slaves  as  a  security.  Whether  this  security  could  be  given, 
or  was  agreed  to  be  given,  nowhere  appears*  Twenty  thou- 
sand dollars  of  these  notes  of  the  defendant  were,  in  some 
way,  under  the  control  of  a  commercial  firm,  who  were  en- 
dorsers upon  them.  A  difficulty  existed  in  making  a  substi- 
tution for  these.  No  satisfactory  arrangement  was  made  in 
respect  to  them,  and  none  at  all  as  concerned  the  sum  of 
$20,000,  which  was  to  be  paid  to  the  defendant  in  cash. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  therefore  neither  shows  that  the 
defendant  agreed  to  this  change  of  the  conditions  of  sale,  nor, 
if  he  had,  that  they  could  or  would  have  been  carried  'nto 
eflect  by  the  third  persons  concerned,  nor  any  evidence  of  the 
condition  to  pay  the  $20,000  down. 

The  terms  of  sale,  as  we  have  stated,  were  very  distinct  and 
easily  understood;  but  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  pro- 
posed fulfilment  are  complicated,  confused,  involved  in  doubt 
and  uncertainty,  and  the  fulfilment  itself,  even  upon  these 
conditions,  rather  conjectural  than  otherwise. 

The  learned  judge  observes,  in  his  statement,  'Hhat  the  court 
tee  no  reason  to  doubt  that  Long  and  wife  would  have  been 
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prepared  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  by  meeting 
the  wishes  of  McGavock,  the  defendant,  in  regard  to  the  notes 

fiven  by  him  when  he  purchased  the  plantation  from  Thibo- 
aux,  even  if  they  were  required  to  pay  cash  for  the  amount 
for  which  the  commercial  tirm  were  endorsers,  by  having  dis- 
counted a  portion  of  Dr.  Bard's  obligations."  This  is  an 
opinion  of  what  might  have  been  effected  towards  the  con- 
summation of  the  contract  of  sale,  rather  than  what  had  been 
done  preparatory,  and  with  a  view  to  the  fulfilment,  which 
would  have  been  much  more  pertinent  to  the  issue  in  the  case. 
As  the  terms  of  sale  were  ex^nicit,  the  proposal  to  fulfil  should 
have  been  equally  so.  Nothing  should  have  been  lefb  to  con- 
jecture or  speculation.  There  should  have  been  as  much  cer- 
tainty on  the  one  side  of  the  contract  as  upon  the  other.  Cer^ 
tainty  in  the  offer  to  fulfil  is  as  important  to  the  vendor  as  in 
the  terms  of  the  sale  to  the  vendee,  and  equally  necessary  be- 
fore the  vendor  can  be  put  in  fault.  The  broker  must  com- 
plete the  sale;  that  is,  he  must  find  a  purchaser  in  a  situation 
and  ready  and  willing  to  complete  the  purchase  on  the  terms 
agreed  on,  before  he  is  entitled  to  his  commissions.  Then  he 
will  be  entitled  to  them,  though  the  vendor  refuse  to  go  on 
and  perfect  the  sale. 
Judgment  of  the  court  below  reversed. 


Thb  Covington  Drawbridob  Compant,  Plaintiffs  in  Error, 
V.  Albxandbr  0.  Shbphbrd,  Elijah  F.  Gillan,  Jambs  Da- 
vidson, Samubl  McClurb    Samubl  Pbtbrs,  and  Gborqb 

WiLLARD. 

An  ayerment,  in  pleading^  that  the  Govinfcton  Drawbridfco  Company  were  citUent 
of  Indiana  was  suflBcient  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  Circait  Court  of  the  United 
States,  because  the  company  was  incorporated  by  a  public  statute  of  the  Stat* 
which  the  court  was  bound  judicially  to  notice. 

rbe  former  decisions  of  this  court  upon  this  subject  examined. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circait 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Indiana. 

Shepherd  and  the  other  defendants  in  error,  styling  them- 
selves citizens  of  Ohio,  brought  an  action  of  trespass  on  the 
ease  against  the  Covington  Drawbridge  Company,  citizens  of 
the  State  of  Indiana,  for  injuries  sustained  by  a  steamboat  be* 
loneing  to  the  plaintifis,  in  consequence  of  negligence  in  at« 
tending  to  the  draw.  The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  and 
the  case  was  tried  by  a  jury,  who  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaiur 
tifis,  awarding  $6,084.93.     There  were  no  prayers  to  ths 
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court  or  bills  of  exceptions.  But  the  defendants  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error,  and  brought  the  case  up  to  this  court,  upon  the 
ground  that  "the  Circuit  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause.  The  averment  of  the  citizenship  of  the  defendants  be- 
low, as  stated  in  the  declaration,  is  not  sufficient  to  give  juris- 
diction to  the  court." 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  0.  H,  Smith  for  the  plaintiffi  in  error, 
and  submitted  on  printed  argument  by  Mr,  R.  W.  Thompsm 
for  defendants. 

Mr.  Smith  contended  that  the  declaration  did  not  give  juris- 
diction to  the  court.  The  only  part  of  the  declaration  that 
refers  to  the  citizenship  of  the  parties  is  in  these  words: 
"Alexander  O.  Shepherd,  James  Davidson,  Elijah  F.  Qillan, 
Samuel  McClure,  Samuel  Peters,  and  George  Willard,  citizens 
of  the  State  of  Ohio,  complain  of  the  Covington  Drawbridge 
Company,  citizens  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  defendants  in  this 
suit,  in  a  plea  of  trespass  on  the  case." 

I  refer  to  the  following  authorities,  showing  that  the  ques- 
tion is  res  adjudicata,  in  this  court:  Bingham  v.  Cabot,  1  Cur- 
tis, 267;  Emory  v.  Greenou^h,  ib.,  265;  Turner  v.  Enville, 
ib.,  811;  Abercombie  v.  Dupins,  ib.,  422;  Wood  v.  Wagnon, 
ib.,  427 ;  Marshall  v.  Baltimore  and  Ohio  Uiiilroad  Company,  16 
How.,  314;  Lafayette  Insurance  Company  v.  Maynard  French 
et  al.,  November  term,  1865,  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States;  this  latter  case  decides  the  very  question.  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Curtis,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  "In  the  declara- 
tion, the  plaintiflfe  are  averred  to  be  citizens  of  Ohio,  and  they 
complain  of  the  Lafayette  Insurance  Company,  a  citizen  of  the 
State  of  Indiana."  "  This  averment  is  not  sufficient  to  showiwris^ 
diction.  It  does  not  appear  from  it  that  the  Lafayette  Insu- 
rance Company  is  a  corporation,  or,  if  it  be  such,  by  the  law  of 
what  State  it  was  created.  The  averment  that  the  Company 
is  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Indiana  can  have  no  sensible  mean- 
ing attached  to  it.  This  court  does  not  hold  that  either  a  volimiary 
association  of  persons^  or  an  association  inio  a  body  politic^  created 
by  law^  is  a  citizen  of  a  State  within  the  meaning  of  the  OonstituOon. 
And  therefore^  if  the  defective  avennent  in  the  declaration  had  not 
'been  otherwise  supplied^  the  suit  must  have  been  dismissed.  But  the 
pJxiinUff's  replication  alleges  that  the  defendants  are  a  corporation^ 
created  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Indianay  having  Us  principal 
place  of  business  in  that  State.  These  allegations  are  confessed 
by  the  demurrer,  and  they  bring  the  case  wUhin  the  decision  of  thiB 
ecvrt  in  Marshall  v.  The  Baltimore  and  Ohio  BaUroad  Oompany^ 
16  Hdw.^  814,  and  the  previous  decisions."   The  italics  are  my  oWd 
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ill  this  case,  there  was  no  replication  to  sapply  the  defect  in 
the  declaration,  and  therefore  I  maintain  that  the  judgment 
mu3t  be  reversed,  and  the  suit  dismissed. 

T««  first  branch  of  Mr.  ThompsorCs  ar^ment  was  to  show 
that  It  was  not  necessary  to  aver  tibiat  the  defendants  below 
were  a  corporation.    The  second  branch  was  as  follows  : 

It  being  then  settled  that  the  defendants  in  this  case  are  to 
be  taken  to  be  a  corporation,  it  remains  to  be  considered 
whether  it  appears  from  the  declaration  that  the  corporators 
are  citizens  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  or  that  the  corporation  is 
en^ged  in  its  legal  and  proper  vocation  in  said  State.  We 
maintain  that  both  propositions  are  true.  No  one  will  denv 
that  the  averment  of  the  citizenship  of  the  plaintiffs  is  well 
stated,  and  the  allegation  is  the  same  with  reference  to  the 
-defendants.  In  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States  v. 
Deveraux  et  al.,  5  Cranch,  61,  the  averment  of  the  citizenship 
^f  the  corporation  plaintifts  was,  "and  your  petitioners  aver 
that  they  are  citizens  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania;"  and  Chiet 
Justice  Marshall,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon 
the  authority  of  a  case  in  12th  Mod.,  said,  "  the  court  was  aamoT- 
ized  to  look  to  the  character  of  the  individujals  who  composed  the  cor- 
poration on  a  question  of  jurisdiction.' ' 

"  Being  authorized  to  sue  in  their  corporate  name^  thcu  couLi  make 
the  avermeniy  and  it  muM  apply  to  the  plaintiffs  as  indimiudSy  because 
it  could  not  be  true  as  applied  to  the  corporation,^' 

Surely,  the  averment  in  that  case  was  no  stronger  than  this. 
The  averment  in  the  declaration  in  this  case  is  equivalent  to  a 
statement  that  the  Covington  Drawbridge  Companv  was  a 
corporation,  (for  the  name  implies  it,)  and  that  all  the  mem- 
bers of  that  corporation  are  citizens  of  the  State  of  Indiana; 
this  last  averment  is  the  essential  element  of  jurisdiction. 
This  court  held  in  the  case  of  Louisville  Railroad  Company  v. 
Letson,  2  How.,  that  jurisdiction  might  be  maintained  agamst 
a  corporation  defendant  in  a  State  where  it  was  incorporated 
and  had  its  principal  office  of  business,  though  all  of  the  cor- 
porators did  not  reside  in  the  State  of  the  corporation ;  and 
the  decision  proceeds  on  the  ground,  that  where  the  corpora- 
tion is  created  and  exercises  its  powers,  thai  is  its  place  of  resi- 
-dencCy  and  that,  on  the  assumption  that  the  individual  corpora- 
tors are  said  to  be  inhabitants  there,  within  the  purview  of  the 
statute. 

The  cases  in  this  court,  since  the  case  of  the  Commercial 
Bank  of  Vicksburg  v.  Slocum,  14  Peters,  in  which  the  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction  has  been  decided,  have  proceeded  upon 
the  fin^und  that  jurisdiction  might  attach,  though  all  the  oor 
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porators,  defendants,  did  not  reside  in  the  State  where  the  suit 
was  brought,  but  certainly  the  court  has  not  said  that  aver- 
ments which  were  held  sufficient  in  the  cases  of  Strawbridge, 
Deveraux,  &  Slocum,  when  the  utmost  strictness  was  required, 
would  be  insufficient  now.  The  modem  cases  proceed  upon 
the  assumption  that  the  residence  of  the  corporators  is  presumed 
to  be  where  the  company  is  incorporated  and  does  business, 
and  that  the  jurisdiction  is  founded,  in  fact,  upon  the  citizen- 
ship of  those  corporators,  and  not  upon  the  citizenship  of  the 
corporation  itself.  It  is  the  citizenship  of  some  living,  tangi- 
ble being,  that  gives  the  court  jurisdiction.  Could  a  negro  or 
set  of  negroes,  though  incorporated,  (which  they  undeniably 
ma^  be,)  sue  in  the  Federal  courts  ?  And  yet,  if  it  is  the  corpo- 
ration that  is  the  person,  tfie  citizen^  they  could.  It  is  evident 
that  the  jurisdiction  must  rest  upon  the  citizenship  of  the  cor- 
porators, and  be  made  expressly  to  apply  by  positive  averment, 
or  to  be  implied  from  the  place  of  transacting  business  and 
the  granting  the  charter,  in  which  last  case  the  corporators  are 
estopped  "from  averring  a  different  domicil."  (See  Justice 
Qrier's  opinion  in  Marshall  r.  B.  and  O.  R.  R.,  16  How.^ 

But  these  corporation  defendants  are  well  described  in  the 
declaration  as  inhabitants  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  exer- 
cising the  functions  of  the  corporation  within  the  State.  It  is 
averred  that  they  built  a  bridge  with  a  draw  across  the  Wabash 
river,  in  that  State,  that  they  had  charge  of  said  draw,  that  it 
was  their  duty  to  have  raised  it  upon  the  approach  of  boats  for 
their  safe  passage ;  that  thouffh  notice  was  given,  "  yet  the  de- 
fendants unjustly  and  wrongfully  kept  said  draw  down,  and  did 
not  raise  the  same  to  permit  the  passage  of  plaintiff's  boat, 
and  compelled  the  said  boat  to  run  backward  up  the  river  from 
said  bridge  and  draw,  cmd  await  the  action  of  said  defendants  m 
raising  said  draio."  The  declaration  had  before  alleged  the 
construction  of  the  bridge  by  the  defendants.  These  alle^ 
tions  sufficiently  show  that  tne  corporation  was  exercising  its 
corporate  powers  in  Indiana,  and  the  power  delegated  to  the 
corporation  emanated  from  the  State  of  Indiana;  for  no  other 
State  or  power  could  authorize  the  erection  of  a  bridge  over  a 
public  highway  situated  in  that  State.  By  the  rules  of  plead- 
ing applied  to  the  declaration  in  this  case,  the  Covington  draw- 
bridge Company  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  corporation,  which  had 
built  and  maintained  a  drawbridge  upon  tne  Wabash  river,  at 
Covington,  Indiana,  as  their  name  would  indicate  they  should, 
and  that  all  the  corporators  or  members  of  that  company  were 
and  are  citizens  of  Indiana. 

If  the  court  shall  renounce  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit 
Court  In  this  case,  then  every  decision  of  this  court  upon  the 
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question  of  jurisdiction  anterior  to  the  case  of  Letson  v.  Louis- 
ville R  R,  Co.,  2  How.,  497,  will  be  completely  overthrown, 
and  not  a  vestige  remain.  The  corporation  will,  in  effect,  be 
held  to  be  the  citizen,  though  Mr.  (Justice  Curtis  says,  in  the 
case  of  French,  that  this  court  does  not  hold  a  corporation  to 
be  a  citizen  of  a  State,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution, 
It  was  understood,  by  the  decision  in  Letson's  case,  to  be  the  re- 
laxing of  a  rigid  rule  theretofore  existing,  and  allowing  a  larger 
class  of  cases  to  be  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  me  court, 
founded  upon  the  presumption  that  the  corporators  must  of 
necessity  be  and  reside  at  the  place  of  business  and  property 
of  the  company. 

It  certainly  never  was  intended  to  declare  that  the  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  where  aU  the  corporators  were  citizens  of  the 
State  in  which  they  were  sued,  and  carried  on  their  corporate 
business. 

In  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Earle,  13  Pet.,  512,  it 
IS  said  that  a  corporation  can  have  no  le^l  existence  out  of 
the  bounds  of  the  sovereignty  by  which  it  is  created.  It  must 
dwell  in  the  place  of  its  creation. 

This  corporation,  the  Covinffton  Drawbridge  Company,  dwelt 
at  the  bridge  upon  the  Wabash  river,  at  Covm^on,  which  they 
built  and  maintained,  and  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  boat  was 
ruined.  The  corporation,  dwelling  at  that  bridge,  in  the  State 
of  Indiana,  must  necessarily  have  been  created  by  the  Legis- 
lature of  the  State  of  Indiana. 

Again,  Mr.  Justice  Qrier,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  the  case  of  Marshall  v.  The  B.  and  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  16 
How.,  828,  329,  reiterates  the  law  for  which  we  contend,  "<Aai 
in  dedding  the  question  of  jurisdiction^  the  court  will  look  behind  the 
corporate  collective  name  given  to  the  party ^  to  find  the  persons  who 
are  the  stockholders — the  real  parties  to  the  controversy;**  and  the 
question  being  whether  an  allegation  that  the  ^^  defendants  are 
a  body  corporate  by  the  act  of  the  (general  Assembly  of  Maryland^'* 
was  sufficient  to  make  it  appear  that  the  "real  defendants,'* 
the  stockholders,  were  citizens  of  that  State,  held  that  it  was. 

If  that  indirect  averment  by  intendment  and  estoppel  is  held 
to  be  a  sufficient  allegation  of  the  citizenship  of  "the  real  de- 
fen^nts,"  how  much  better  is  the  more  full  and  comprehen- 
sive allegation  used  in  the  case  in  hand,  the  "  Covington  Draw- 
bridge Company,  citizens  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  defendants? " 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TAISOET  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

The  writ  of  error  in  this  case  is  brought  ^on  a  judgment 
recovered  by  Shepherd  and  others,  against  the  Covington  I)raw- 
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bridge  Company,  in  the  Circait  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  aistrict  of  Indiana. 

The  only  error  assigned  here  is,  that  upon  the  declaration 
and  pleadings  in  the  case,  the  Circuit  Court  had  no  jurisdiction. 

This  objection  is  founded  upon  the  description  of  the  parties 
in  the  declaration,  which  is  in  the  following  words 

"Alexander  O.  Shepherd,  Elijah  F.  Gillan,  James  Davidson, 
Samuel  McClure,  Samuel  Peters,  and  George  Willard,  citizens 
of  the  State  of  Ohio,  plaintiflfe  in  this  suit,  complain  of  the 
Covington  Drawbridge  Company,  citizens  of  the  State  of  In- 
diana, defendants  in  mis  suit,  in  a  plea  of  trespass  on  the  case." 

The  plaintijff  in  error,  who  was  defendant  in  the  court  below, 
contends  that  it  does  not  appear  by  this  averment  that  the 
Drawbridge  Company  was  a  corporation  chartered  by  Indiana, 
and  had  its  principal  place  of  business  in  that  State;  and  that, 
unless  this  appears  in  the  pleadings,  the  averment  that  they 
were  citizens  of  that  State  was  not  sufficient  to  give  jurisdic- 
tion to  the  Circuit  Court. 

It  is  very  true,  that  where  individuals  voluntarily  associate 
together,  and  adopt  a  name  or  description  intended  to  embrace 
all  of  its  members,  and  under  which  its  contracts  and  engage- 
ments are  made,  and  its  business  carried  on,  such  a  company 
can  neither  sue  nor  be  sued  by  the  name  they  have  adopted, 
and  under  which  they  act,  in  any  court  of  common  law,  whether 
it  be  the  court  of  a  State  or  of  the  United  States.  They  must 
sue  and  be  sued  in  their  individual  names  as  partners  in  the 
company. 

But  the  answer  to  the  objection  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error  is,  that  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  fourth  article 
of  the  Constitution  of  Indiana  provides  that  "  every  statute 
•hall  be  a  public  law,  unless  otherwise  declared  in  the  statute 
itself."  The  statute  of  the  Legislature  of  Indiana,  incorp(/ra- 
ting  the  Covington  Drawbridge  Company,  is  therefore  a  pub- 
lic law,  of  which  the  Circuit  Court  and  this  court  are  bound 
to  take  judicial  notice,  without  its  being  pleaded  or  offered  in 
evidence.  For  wherever  a  law  of  a  State  is  held  to  be  a  public 
one,  to  be  judicially  taken  notice  of  by  the  State  courts,  it 
must  be  regarded  in  like  manner  by  a  court  of  the  United 
States,  when  it  is  required  to  administer  the  laws  of  the  State. 

This  being  the  case  in  this  instance,  the  averment  that  the 
Covington  Drawbridge  Company  are  citizens  of  the  State  of 
Indiana  is  sufficient,  according  to  the  decision  of  this  court 
in  the  case  of  the  Louisville,  Cincinnati,  and  Charleston  Rail- 
road Company  v.  Letson,  2  How.,  497,  which  has  ever  sinoe 
been  adhered  to,  and  must  now  be  regarded  as  the  settled  law 
of  the  court 
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The  quefition  as  to  the  jarisdiction  of  the  oourts  of  the  TTnited 
States  in  cases  where  a  corporation  is  a  party,  was  argned  and 
considered  in  this  court,  for  the  first  time,  in  the  cases  of  the 
Hope  Insurance  Company  v.  Boardman,  and  of  the  Bank  of 
the  United  States  v.  Deveaux,  5  Or.,  67  and  61.  These  two 
cases  were  argued  at  the  same  term,  and  were,  as  appears  by 
the  report,  decided  at  the  same  time.  And  in  the  last-men- 
tioned case,  the  court  held  that  in  a  suit  by  or  against  a  cor- 
poration, in  its  corporate  name,  this  court  might  look  beyond 
the  mere  legal  being  which  the  charter  created,  and  regard  it 
as  a  suit  by  or  against  the  individual  persons  who  composed 
the  corporation ;  and  an  averment  that  they  were  citizens  of  a 
particular  State  (if  such  was  the  fact)  would  be  sufficient  to 
give  jurisdiction  to  a  court  of  the  United  States,  although  the 
suit  was  in  the  corporate  name,  and  the  individual  corporators 
not  named  in  the  suit  or  the  averment. 

But  in  the  case  of  the  Louisville,  Cincinnati,  and  Charleston 
Railroad  Company  v.  Letson,  the  court  overruled  so  much  of 
this  opinion  as  authorized  a  corporation  to  plead  in  abatement, 
that  one  or  more  of  the  corporators,  plaintiffs  or  defendants, 
were  citizens  of  a  different  State  from  the  one  described,  and 
held  that  the  members  of  the  corporate  body  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  citizens  of  the  State  in  which  the  corporation  was 
domiciled,  and  that  both  parties  were  estopped  from  denying 
it.  And  that,  inasmuch  as  the  corporators  were  not  parties  to 
the  suit  in  their  individual  characters,  but  mereljr  as  members 
and  component  parts  of  the  body  or  legal  entity  which  the 
charter  created,  the  members  who  composed  it  ought  to  be 
presumed,  so  far  as  its  contracts  and  liabilities  are  concei^ned, 
to  reside  where  the  domicil  of  the  body  was  fixed  by  law,  and 
where  alone  they  could  act  as  one  person;  and  to  the  same 
extent,  and  for  the  same  purposes,  be  also  regarded  as  citizens 
of  the  State  from  which  this  legal  being  derived  its  existence, 
and  its  faculties  and  powers.  And  in  the  case  of  the  Bank 
of  Augusta  V.  Earle,  13  Pet,  619,  the  court  said  that  a  corpo- 
ration can  have  no  legal  existence  outside  of  the  dominion  of 
the  State  by  which  it  is  created.  Consequently,  the  Coving- 
ton Drawbridge  Company  being  chartered  by  the  State  of  In- 
diana, it  necessarily  has  its  home  and  place  of  business  in  that 
State;  and  the  only  averment  in  the  declaration  necessary  to 
show  a  case  for  jurisdiction,  was  that  of  the  citizenship  of  the 
parties  who  composed  the  company. 

In  the  case  of  the  La&yette  Insurance  Company  v.  French, 
the  declaration  stated  that  the  corporation  itself  was  a  citizen 
of  Indiana.  Now,  no  one,  we  presume,  ever  supposed  that  the 
«rtifici^  being  created  by  an  act  of  incorporation  could  be  a 
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citizen  of  a  State  in  the  Renee  in  which  that  word  is  used  in  the 
Oonstitation  of  the  United  States,  and  the  averment  was  rejected 
because  the  matter  averred  was  simply  impossible.  !Bat  it 
appeared  from  other  parts  of  the  pleadings  that  the  corporation 
was  chartered  by  Indiana,  and  had  its  principal  place  of  busi- 
ness in  that  State.  And  the  court,  therefore,  applied  the  prin- 
ciple decided  in  the  case  of  the  Louisville,  Cincinnati,  and 
Charleston  Railroad  Company  v.  Letson,  and  held  that  the 
members  of  the  corporate  body  must  be  presumed  to  be  citi- 
zens of  the  same  State.  The  citizenship  of  the  corporators 
was  regarded  as  the  necessary  and  legal  consequence  of  the 
facts  stated  in  the  pleadings,  without  any  positive  and  direct 
averment  to  that  effect.  The  case  of  Marshall  a^inst  the  Bal- 
timore and  Ohio  Bailroad  Company  was  decided  upon  the 
same  ground.  But  in  the  case  before  us,  the  citizenship  of  the 
corporators  is  not  left  to  be  inferred  by  the  court  from  other 
facts  stated  in  the  pleadings,  but  is  directlv  and  positively 
averred,  and  consequently  freed  from  all  objection  on  that 
head.  Indeed,  it  is  the  same  form  of  pleading  in  this  respect 
that  was  used  in  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  the  united  States  v. 
Deveaux,  and  which  this  court  ruled  to  be  good^ 

If  the  act  of  incorporation  had  not  been  a  public  law,  which 
the  court  is  bound  to  notice,  then,  undoubtedly,  the  proper 
description  of  the  defendants  would  have  been  "  The  Coving- 
ton Drawbridge  Company,  citizens  of  the  State  of  Indiana,  in- 
corporated by  that  name,  by  the  said  State,  and  having  their 
principal  place  of  business  therein."  But  in  the  case  oefore 
us,  the  averment  of  the  citizenship  of  the  members  of  the  cor- 
poration is  all  that  is  required,  because  the  existence  and  domi- 
cil  of  the  corporate  body  is  judicially  known  to  the  court. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  therefore  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  concurs  in  the  result  of  the  opinion 
of  the  court. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL.  In  dissenting  from  the  decision  of 
the  court  in  this  cause,  it  is  not  designed  to  reiterate  objections 
which  in  several  previous  instances  have  been  expressed.  I 
will  merely  remaric,  with  reference  to  the  present  decision, 
and  to  others  in  this  court,  numerous  as  they  are  said  to  have 
been,  that  they  have  wholly  failed  to  bring  conviction  to  my 
mind,  that  a  corporation  can  be  a  citizen^  or  that  the  term  citizen 
can  be  correctly  understood  in  any  other  sense  than  that  in 
which  it  was  understood  in  common  acceptation  when  the 
Constitution  was  adopted,  and  as  it  is  universally  by  writeri 
on  government  explained,  without  a  single  exception* 
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Samubl  a,  Whitb,  William  M.  Cookb,  Chambers  Etlbb, 
John  H.  Baldwin,  Hbnby  J.  Huck,  as  Administrator  o» 
Hbrman  H,  Rodgbrs,  and  in  his  own  right,  John  P. 
O'BhiRN,  Olivbr  H.  Stapp,  and  Thomas  Rookb,  Plaintiffs 
IN  Error,  t;.  Albbrt  T.  Burnley. 

[n  the  present  case,  the  land  granted  in  Texas  was  alleged  to  be  within  the  0m- 
jfTf^sario  contract  of  De  Leon.  After  proof  that  many  of  the  documents  apon  the 
subject  were  dfistroyed  in  the  reyolution,  the  court  left  it  to  the  jury  to  decide 
whether  or  not  tiie  land  was  thus  situated.     This  ruling  was  correct 

The  fact  that  the  curveyor  included  more  land  than  was  called  for,  does  not  avoid 
the  grant.  Whatever  the  State  might  do  to  annul  it,  third  parties  have  no  right 
to  consider  it  void. 

A  grantee  having  been  compelled  to  leave  Texas,  there  was  no  evidence  of  hie 
voluntary  and  final  abandonment  of  the  country.  Am  there  was  no  evidence, 
the  jury  could  not  express  an  opinion  upon  the  subject. 

Nor  was  there  any  evidence  which  would  justify  the  court  in  leaving  it  to  the 
jury  to  decide  whether  or  not  this  grantee  was  an  alien  enemy  \«hen  he  made  a 
conveyance,  he  being  then  a  resident  of  Louisiana.  The  mere  fact  of  his  being 
a  Spaniard  was  not  sufficient  for  an  inference  that  he  was  an  enemy  of  Texas. 
The  averment  in  the  deed  that  he  was  a  citizen  of  Mexico  was  not  sufficient 

Where  a  deed  of  land  in  Texas  was  executed  in  Louisiana,  and  recorded  in  a  nota- 
ry's bncks,  a  copy  of  it  which  had  been  compared  with  the  original  by  a  witnese 
who  was  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  the  notary  (being  dead)  and  the 
subscribing  witness,  was  properly  admitted  in  evidence.  It  was  also  admitted 
as  a  record  of  another  State. 

In  order  that  the  statute  of  limitations  shall  begin  to  run,  the  defendant,  claiming 
under  a  younger  title  to  land  which  conflicts  in  part  with  an  elder  title,  should 
have  been  in  actual  possession  of  the  part  which  was  overlapped  by  the  elder 
title. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Texas. 

It  was  an  action  of  trespass,  to  try  title  brought  by  Burnley 
gainst  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
united  States  for  the  district  of  Texas,  to  recover  a  league  of 
land,  situated  in  Calhoun  county,  of  that  State. 

Upon  the  trial,  Burnley  traced  his  title  in  this  manner: 

1.  A  document  purporting  to  be  the  oririnal  testimoniOy  in 
Spanish,  of  a  colonial  grant  in  the  colony  01  Martin  De  Leon, 
made  by  Fernando  De  Leon,  commissioner,  to  one  Benito 
Morales.    The  date  of  it  was  11th  April,  1886. 

2.  A  deed  from  Benito  Morales  to  Leonardo  Manso,  dated 
27th  May,  1885. 

8.  Conveyance  from  Manso  to  Peter  W.  Grayson,  dated  6th 
April,  1886.  This  deed  was  executed  in  the  parish  of  St. 
Landry,  Louisiana,  before  Pierre  Labiche,  a  notary  of  that 
place. 

4.  Conveyance  from  the  executors  of  Grayson  to  Burnley 
and  Jones,  dated  22d  of  May,  1844. 

The  second  and  fourth  of  these  deeds  were  given  in  evidence 
without  objection.    The  first  and  third  were  objected  to. 
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The  objection  to  the  original  ^nt  constituted  the  subject 
of  the  first  bill  of  exceptions.  Tne  defendants,  by  their  coun- 
sel, objected  to  its  admission,  on  the  ground  that  the  want  of 
authority  in  the  commissioner  of  the  colony  to  make  the  grant, 
appears  upon  the  &ce  of  the  grant  itself,  viz :  that  it  appears 
therein  that  it  includes  more  than  one  sitio  or  league  of  land, 
which  was  liie  limit  of  his  authority ;  and  thereupon,  the  court 
expressing  a  willingness  to  hear  testimony  as  to  law  and  usaee 
on  this  suDJect,  evidence  was  produced  on  both  sides,  when  the 
court  allowed  the  grant  to  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury.  To 
this  ruling  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  plaintiff  then  proceeded  with  the  deduction  of  his  title, 
and  read  the  deed  from  Morales  to  Manso,  without  objection. 
The  next  step  in  his  title  was  the  deed  from  Manso  to  Grayson, 
which  was  executed  in  Louisiana.  What  was  offered  in  evi- 
dence purported  to  be  a  copy  taken  from  a  notary's  books,  and 
began  in  tiiis  way : 

"Be  it  known  that  this  day,  before  me,  Pierre  Labiche,  notary 
public  in  and  for  the  parish  of  St.  Landry,  duly  commissioned 
and  sworn,  personally  came  and  appeared  Leonardo  Manso, 
citizen  of  the  jRepublic  of  Meoaco^  who  declared,"  &c.,  4;c.  This 
deed  was  certified  in  such  a  manner  as  to  induce  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants  to  agree  as  follows : 

"I  admit  the  sufficiency  of  the  certificates  to  the  foregoing 
deed  as  conformably  to  the  act  of  Congress,  March  27th,  1804, 
waiving  want  of  notary's  seal,  &c. ;  but  do  not  admit  that  thQ 
deed  could  be  certified  under  that  law. 

"Georgb  W.  Paschall, 
"Allen  S.  Hale, 
^^  Attorneys  for  Bems  S.  Bendewald.'' 

There  was  also  offered  the  deposition  of  a  witness  that  he 
had  examined  the  deed  on  file,  a  certified  copy  of  which  wa9 
paraphed  by  him ;  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  notary's 
nandwritin^,  &c.,  &c. 

To  the  admission  of  which  copy  of  said  deed  of  conveyance 
the  defendants  by  their  counsel  objected,  on  the  following 
grounds,  that  is  to  say — 

First.  Because  it  was  not  executed  in  accordance  with  the 
then  existing  law  of  Texas  in  this,  to  wit: 

1.  That  it  did  not  appear  that  it  was  executed  before  anj 
uotary  or  other  officer  authorized  by  law  to  take  and  authen^ 
ticate  public  instruments. 

2.  That  it  does  not  appear  that  the  foreign  notary,  before 
whom  it  purports  to  have  been  passed  and  executed,  madQ  out 
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and  delivered  to  the  interested  party  at  the  time  a  testhn/onio^  or 
second  original,  as  by  the  then  existing  law  was  required. 

Secondli/.  Because  the  protocol  or  first  original  should  be 
produced,  or  satisfactorily  accounted  for,  before  said  copy, 
which  is  secondary  evidence,  can  be  admitted. 

Thirdly.  Because,  if  any  iestimonio  or  second  original  was 
ever  in  fact  issued,  its  absence  is  not  accounted  for. 

FawrtJdy.  Because  the  showing  that  the  protocol,  or  first 
original,  is  in  the  ofiice  of  a  notary  in  the  parish  of  St.  Landry, 
in  tne  State  of  Louisiana,  is  not  satis&ctorily  accounting  for 
the  non-production  of  the  original. 

Fifthly.  Because  the  notary's  ofiice  in  the  State  of  Louisiana 
is  not,  qujoad  the  ori^nal  paper,  a  public  ofiBice  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  27,  1804,  entitled  "An 
act  supplementary  to  an  act  entitled  *  An  act  to  prescribe  the 
mode  in  which  the  public  acts,  records,  and  judicial  proceed- 
ings, in  each  State,  shall  be  authenticated,  so  as  to  take  efiEect 
in  every  other  State.'  " 

Sixifuy.  Because  the  notary's  ofiice  in  the  State  of  Louisiana 
is  not,  quoad  the  original  paper,  a  public  office  within  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  rule  of  the  common  law. 

Seventhly.  Because  it  is  not  proven  in  accordance  with  the 
rule  and  principle  of  the  common  law,  in  this,  to  wit: 

1.  That  the  witness,  Guy  H.  Bell,  does  not  prove  that  it  is 
an  examined  copv,  compared  by  him  with  the  original. 

2.  That  the  witness,  Guy  H.  Bell,  does  not  state  his  means 
of  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  of  the  witness,  John  Simons, 
lior  that  he  was  acquainted  with  his  handwriting. 

8.  That  the  said  witness,  Guy  H.  Bell,  does  not  state  his 
means  of  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  of  Pierre  Labiche,  the 
notary ;  and 

4.  That  all  proof  relating  to  the  handwriting  of  the  notary, 
Pierre  Labiche,  is  irrelevant,  inasmuch  as  he  was  not  an  instru- 
i!nental,  assisting,  or  subscribing  witness,  to  said  ori^nal  paper. 

Eighthly.  And  to  the  deed  itself  it  was  further  objected,  that 
.  it  has  neither  instruftiental  nor  assisting  witnesses,  as  by  the  law 
of  Texas,  in  force  at  the  time,  was  required. 

Ninthly.  That  the  deed  of  conveyance  shows  upon  its  face 
that  it  was  executed  upon  the  6th  of  April,  in  the  year  1886, 
by  Leonardo  Manso,  reciting  therein  that  he  was  a  citizen  of 
the  Republic  of  Mexico,  to  Peter  W.  Grayson,  reciting  therein 
that  he  was  a  citizen  of  Texas,  late  a  portion  of  said  Republic 
0k  Mexico;  and  the  fact  being  judicially  known  to  the  court 
that  said  Republic  of  Mexico  and  said  Republic  of  Texas  were 
thto  engaged  in  an  open  and  public  war  with  each  other,  the 
Mfd  deed  of  oonveyance  was  and  is  therefore  void. 


288  SUPREME  COUET. 

WhiU  ei  al.  y.  BumUif. 


Bat  the  court  allowed  the  d^ed  to  be  read,  and  this  consti- 
tuted the  defendant's  second  bill  of  exception. 

The  plaintift'then,  proceeding  with  his  title,  proved  the  will 
of  Peter  AV.  Grayson,  deceased,  with  the  probate  thereof,  and 
the  ffrant  of  letters  testamentary  to  the  executors,  who  con- 
veyed to  Burnlev  and  Jones  the  undivided  three-fourths  inter- 
est in  and  to  all  the  lands  conveyed  by  Leonardo  Manso  to 
Grayson.  A  deed  from  Jones  to  Burnley  completed  the  plain- 
tiff's title. 

The  third  bill  of  exception  by  the  defendant  related  to  the 
introduction  of  certain  depositions  de  bene  esse  by  the  plaintiff 
which  need  not  be  further  noticed. 

The  plaintifi*  then  rested. 

The  defendants  then  offered  a  vast  mass  of  evidence,  which 
it  is  impossible  to  specify  minutely.  Their  line  of  defence  was 
this: 

1.  That  the  grant  contained  within  its  alleged  boundaries 
a  much  greater  amount  of  land  than  the  grant  called  for,  viz: 
fifty  millions  and  upwards  of  square  varas,  being  over  two 
leagues,  instead  of  one;  and  that  there  was  not  over  a  laber 
of  marsh  and  water  on  the  tract. 

2.  That  the  empresario  De  Leon  had  no  right  to  grant  the 
locus  in  quo^  because  it  was  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  his 
empresa,  and  because  he,  De  Leon,  had  never  had  the  consent 
of  the  Federal  Executive  to  his  colonizing  the  coast  leagues. 

Upon  this  point,  the  plaintiff  offered  rebutting  evidence. 

3.  That  White  bad  resided  upon  his  own  head  riffbt  ever 
*  since  1842,  had  laid  off  a  town  there,  and  the  other  defendants 

held  under  him. 

The  defendants  offered  other  matters  in  defence,  which  will 
be  sufficiently  explained  by  the  rulings  of  the  court  below 
upon  those  points  which  formed  the  basis  of  the  decision  of 
this  court  There  were  twenty-nine  prayers  made  to  the  court 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  all  of  which  were  granted; 
twenty-four  prayers  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  which 
weie  refused^  and  nine  instructions  given  to  the  jury  by  the 
court,  at  the  instance  of  the  defendants.  Instead  of  inserting 
al)  this  voluminous  matter,  the  reporter  prefers  to  take  up  in 
succession  the  points  decided  by  this  court,  and  to  show  what 
were  the  rulings  of  the  court  below  or  refusals  upon  chose 
points. 

Tha  first  propdsition  decided  by  this  court  is  the  following^ 
viz: 

'^Tbe  land  granted  was  alleged  to  be  within  the  empre$ari0 
ooutra^'t  of  De  ijeon.    After  proof  that  many  of  the  docamonti 
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apon  the  subject  were  destroyed  in  the  revolution,  the  court 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  land  was  thus 
situated.     This  ruling  was  correct." 

Upon  this  point,  the  rulings  of  the  court  below  were  as  fol- 
lows: 

The  30urt  refused  the  following  instructions,  asked  by  the 
defencants,  viz: 

3d.  That  the  oiBcial  acts  of  the  various  authorities  of  Coa- 
huila  and  Texas,  and  of  the  Vice  President  of  Mexico,  show 
that  the  controversy  between  Power  and  Hewetson  and  De 
Leon,  as  empresarias,  only  related  to.  such  conflict  as  existed  be- 
tween the  calls  of  their  respective  grants,  between  the  Nueces  and 
Lavaca  rivers,  and  the  documents  showing  the  decisions  of  the 
respective  Governments  in  relation  to  their  controversy  being 
Alaman's  dispatch  of  December  23d,  1831,  and  Letona's  dis- 
patch of  March  10th,  1832,  are  to  be  understood  in  no  other 
way  than  as  intending  to  place  De  Leon  in  possession  of  such 
lands  as  were  embraced  within  his  two  contracts,  (the  first  of 
the  date  of  April  18th,  1824,  the  other  his  augmentation  con- 
tract of  April  30th,  1829,)  and  said  dispatches  and  the  law  did 
not  authorize  the  political  chief  of  the  department  of  Bexar  to 
enlarge  or  extend  those  grants,  or  embrace  within  De  Leon's 
-colony  any  portion  of  the  coast  leagues  not  properly  embraced 
within  his  said  contracts ;  and  any  putting  DeLeon  in  possession 
beyond  this,  would  have  been  without  authority,  and  would 
not  change  or  enlarge  the  true  boundaries  of  De  Leon's  em- 
presa. 

4th.  That  after  the  national  colonization  decree  of  August 
18th,  1824,  and  the  State  colonization  decree  of  March  24th, 
1825,  and  the  instructions  to  the  commissioners  of  the  4th  Sep- 
tember, 1827,  the  State  had  no  right  to  extend  to  De  Leon  the 
right  to  colonize  any  portion  of  the  coast  leagues  without  the 
previous  consent  of  the  Federal  Executive  of  Mexico,  nor  could 
the  commissioners  of  colonies  give  possession  to  any  colonist 
settled,  or  intending  to  settle,  within  the  ten  littoral  leagues, 
unless  the  persons  interested  had  presented  the  commissioner 
a  special  order  of  Government,  wherein  the  approbation  of  the 
National  Government  to  such  grant  had  been  manifested. 
And  thereupon,  if  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  De 
Leon  had  not  the  consent  of  the  Federal  Executive  to  colonize 
below  the  calls  of  his  grant  of  1824,  as  defined  by  himself  in 
•his  letter  of  February  1st,  1825,  and  agreed  to  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  and  as  shown  by  the  decree  of 
said  Government  through  Gonzales  on  the  6th  of  October, 
1825,  do  not  embrace  the  lands  in  controversy,  then  there  was 
no  authoritv  in  the  commissioner  to  make  the  grant,  uuIosb  th« 
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plaintiff  has  affirmatively  proven  a  special  order  of  the  Govern'^ 
ment,  wherein  the  approbation  of  the  National  Government  to 
make  the  ^rant  had  been  manifested;  and  in  the  absence  of 
such  prooi^  the  jury  will  find  for  the  defendant. 

5th.  That  the  report  of  the  Qovemment  of  Coahnila  and 
Texas  transmitted  to  the  President  of  Mexico,  dated  October 
2d,  1826,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  the  littoral  leagues  lying  bo- 
tween  the  Guadalupe  and  Lavaca  rivers  were  vacant,  is  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  truth,  and  the  contrary  can  only  be  es- 
tablished bv  proving  that  the  lands  so  comprehended  were  the 
property  of  individuals,  corporations,  or  towns  not  subject  to 
colonization. 

6th.  That  the  consent  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico  in  favor  of 
Power  and  Hewetson's  colonizing  said  littoral  leagues  between 
the  Guadalupe  and  Lavaca  rivers,  expressed  in  his  dispatch  of 
the  22d  April,  1828,  and  the  contract  between  Power  and 
Hewetson,  and  the  Government  of  Coahuilaand  Texas  on  the 
11th  of  June,  1828,  gave  to  Power  and  Hewetson  the  legal 
and  exclusive  ri^ht  to  colonize  said  lands,  except  so  far  as  they 
were  already  the  property  of  individuals,  corporations,  or 
towns.  And  if  De  Leon's  contract  of  18th  April,  1824,  con- 
flicted with  any  portion  of  said  lands  embraced  within  Power 
and  Hewetson's  contract  of  April  22d,  1828,  the  law  only  gave 
him  preference  to  the  extent  of  said  conflict,  and  the  political 
chief  of  the  Department  of  Bexar  could  not  divest  Power  and 
Hewetson's  right  beyond  this  conflict,  nor  vest  it  in  De  Leon. 
And  therefore  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  ascertain  from 
the  evidence  the  lower  boundary  of  De  Leon's  contract  or 
^nt  of  1824 ;  and  if  they  find  that  the  land  in  controveray  was 
below  said  lower  line,  then  there  was  no  power  in  the  com- 
missioner of  De  Leon's  colony  to  make  the  grant,  and  they 
must  find  for  the  defendants. 

But  the  court  gave  the  following  instructions  asked  by  the 
defendants,  viz: 

1.  That  if  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
land  in  controversy  was  not  embraced  within  the  boundaries 
of  Martin  De  Leon's  colonial  contracts  of  April  18th,  1824,  or 
of  Lis  augmentation  contract  of  April  80th,  1829,  then  there  was 
no  authority  in  the  commissioner  of  De  Leon's  colony  to  ex- 
tend the  title,  and  it  is  null  and  void. 

2.  That,  in  determining  the  boundaries  specified  in  these 
contracts,  the  jury  will  examine  the  calls  in  said  contracts  and 
documents  themselves,  and  then  determine  for  themselves 
whether  the  witnesses  acquainted  with  the  calls  in  the  granta 
proved  that  the  land  in  controversy  was  without  these  bounikk 
nes;  and  if  so,  then  ihey  will  fina  for  the  defendaete. 
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8.  That  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  as  to  the  acts  of  th^ 
political  chief  of  Bexar  can  only  be  understood  as  proving 
such  acts  as  he  coald  lawfully  do ;  but  in  so  far  as  it  proves 
acts  beyond  the  authority  transmitted  to  him,  and  the  law 
arising  out  of  the  documentary  evidence  before  the  jury,  such 
evidence  is  to  be  disregarded. 

The  court  also  gave  the  following  instruction  asked  by  the 
plaintiff: 

7th.  That  if  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  there 
was  a  controversy  between  the  empreaarios  Power  and  Hewet- 
son  on  one  side,  and  Martin  De  Leon  on  the  other,  each  claim- 
ing a  grant  includiug  the  land  in  controversy,  and  that  this 
controversy  was  decided  by  the  Supreme  Executive  of  Mexico 
in  favor  of  De  Leon,  and  that  decision  was  carried  into  eftect 
by  the  authorities  of  the  State  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  and 
thereby  a  boundary  assigned  to  the  colony  of  De  Leon  which  in- 
cluded the  land  herein  sued  for,  such  settlement  of  the  con- 
troversy will  be  received  as  binding  and  conclusive,  and  the 
grant  claimed  by  plaintiff  cannot  be  held  invalid,  either  for 
want  of  the  approval  of  the  Supreme  Executive  authority  of 
Mexico,  or  as  being  without  the  jurisdiction  of  De  Leon's 
colony. 

The  second  proposition  decided  by  this  court  was  this : 

^^  The  fact  that  the  surveyor  included  more  land  than  was 
called  for,  does  not  avoid  the  gi'ant.  Whatever  the  State 
might  do  to  annul  it,  third  parties  have  no  right  to  consider  it 
void." 

Upon  this  point,  the  defendants  prayed  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jurv  as  follows: 

1.  That  the  colonization  laws  of  Coahuila  and  Texas  did 
not  authorize  the  commissioner  of  De  Leon's  colony  to  extend 
to  Benito  Morales  a  title  for  more  than  one  league  of  land,  (a 
league  being  twenty-five  millions  of  square  varas;)  and  the 
title  being  upon  its  face  for  fifty  millions  square  varas,  it  was 
from  the  beginning  null  and  void,  and  gives  no  right  to  re- 
cover. 

2.  That  even  if  there  was  authority  of  law  to  include  the 
excess  of  twenty-five  millions  sauare  varas  in  the  area,  and 
exclude  it  from  the  computation  oecause  such  excess  was  cov« 
ered  with  salt  bays  as  expressed  in  the  grant,  yet  if  the  jury 
believed  from  the  evidence  that  the  reasons  were  false,  and 
that  there  was  in  fact  a  great  excess  of  land  (over  and  above 
twenty-five  millions  square  varas)  which  was  not  covered  with 
water  or  salt  bavs,  the  grant  was  void  because  of  the  weeaa, 
ABd  the  jury  will  find  for  the  defendants. 

But  the  court  refused  to  give  these  instractionB,  ai^  gave 
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to  the  jury  the  following  instructionSy  at  the  instance  of  the 
plaintiff: 

1.  That  at  the  date  of  the  grant  under  which  plaintiff 
claims,  both  by  the  general  law  and  the  colonization  law^  sa- 
line bays,  extending  from  the  gulf  or  the  large  bays,  could  not 
properly  be  included  in  a  grant  to  a  colonist,  such  bays,  though 
embraced  in  the  lines  of  the  survey,  woilld  properly  have  been 
deducted  from  the  computation  of  the  area  of  the  grant,  and 
the  plaintiff's  grant  on  its  face  is  not  invalid  on  that  account. 

2.  The  statement  made  in  the  survey  contained  in  plaintiff's 
grant,  that  half  of  the  survey  was  covered  with  saline  bays,  is 
prima  facie  to  be  taken  as  true  at  that  time. 

8.  Any  change  which  may  have  taken  place  since  in  the 
country  included  in  the  lines  of  the  survey,  will  not  affect  the 
validity  of  the  grant. 

4.  Although  the  jury  should  believe  that  the  grant  when 
surveyed  did  not  contain  an  entire  league  covered  by  saline 
bays,  vet  if  they  believe  that  the  statement  in  the  survey  was 
caused  by  the  mistake  or  neglect  of  the  surveyor,  it  will  not 
vitiate  the  grant;  and  in  order  to  render  the  grant  invalid  on 
this  ground,  the  jury  must  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
there  was  intentional  fraud  committed  by  Benito  Morales,  the 
grantee. 

The  third  proposition  decided  by  this  court  is  this: 

"A  grantee  having  been  compelled  to  leave  Texas,  there 
was  no  evidence  of  his  voluntary  and  final  abandonment  of 
the  country.  As  there  was  no  evidence,  the  jury  could  not 
express  an  opinion  upon  the  subject." 

Upon  this  point,  the  court  instructed  the  jury  as  follows,  at 
the  request  of  the  plaintiff: 

11th.  That  if  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  Leon- 
ardo Manso  was  a  native  Spaniard,  who  emigrated  to  Mexico 
in  his  youth,  and  before  the  revolution  by  which  Mexico  was 
separated  from  Spain,  and  adhered  to  the  cause  of  Mexican 
independence,  and  became  a  citizen  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico, 
and  then  emigrated  to  and  acquired  the  land  in  controversy  in 
De  Leon's  colony,  in  order  that  there  should  have  been  an 
ipso  facto  forfeiture  of  said  land,  on  the  ground  of  abandonment 
of  the  country  by  said  Manso,  under  the  colonization  law,  it 
must  be  proved,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  that  prior  to  the 
declaration  of  independence  of  Texas,  on  the  2d  of  March,  1886, 
the  said  Manso  abandoned  and  lefL  the  country,  and  became 
domiciliated  in  a  foreign  country,  without  the  intention  of  re- 
turning to  Texas,  or  any  other  part  of  Mexico ;  and  if  his  leav- 
ing the  country  wap  intended  to  be  temporary,  and  with  the 
design  of  continuing  his  allegiance  as  a  Mexican  citizen,  and 
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retnrnin^  either  to  Texas  or  some  other  part  of  Mexico,  it  was 
no  abandonment  of  the  country  within  the  meaning  of  colo 
nization  laws,  and  did  not  divest  his  right  to  his  lana. 

12th.  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  Manso  was 
forced  to  leave  the  country  by  the  public  authorities,  on  ac 
count  of  his  being  a  Gauchapin,  and  his  doing  so  was  not  vol- 
untary, it  was  no  abandonment  of  the  country  within  the 
meaning  of  the  colonization  laws,  and  did  not  divest  his  right 
to  his  land. 

18th.  That  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendants,  to  show 
a  final  and  complete  abandonment  of  Mexico,  prior  to  the  2d 
of  March,  1886,  on  the  part  of  Manso,  in  order  that  an  ipso 
facto  forfeiture  of  his  land  under  the  colonization  laws  should 
be  made  oiit,  and  the  facts  on  which  it  is  sought  to  disfranchise 
a  party,  and  to  divest  his  title  to  property,  ought  to  be  clearly 
and  conclusively  established. 

The  fourth  proposition  decided  by  this  court  was  this : 

"Nor  was  there  any  evidence  which  would  justify  the  court 
in  leavinff  it  to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  or  not  this  grantee 
was  an  alien  enen^  when  he  made  a  conveyance,  he  being 
then  a  resident  of  Louisiana.  The  mere  fact  of  his  being  a 
Spaniard  was  not  sufficient  for  an  inference  that  he  was  an 
enemy  of  Texas.  The  averment  in  the  deed  that  he  was  a 
citizen  of  Mexico  was  not  sufficient." 

The  ruling  of  the  court  below  upon  this  point  was  follows : 

The  following  instructions  were  asked  by  the  defendants 
counsel : 

7th.  It  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  conveyance  from  Leon 
ardo  Manso  to  Peter  W.  Grayson,  that  it  was  made  on  the  6tb 
day  of  April,  A.  D.  1886,  between  tiie  said  Manso,  a  citizen 
of  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  the  said  Grayson,  a  citizen  of 
the  Republic  of  Texas,  the  States  of  Mexico  and  Texas  being 
then  engaged  in  an  open  and  public  war  with  each  other,  the 
said  conveyance  is  absolutely  null  and  void,  and  passed  no 
right  of  property  from  the  grantor  to  the  grantee  therein. 

8th.  That  the  contract  being  in  relation  to  land  between 
citizens  of  countries  then  at  war  with  each  other,  the  fact  that 
it  was  made  in  the  United  States,  a  neutral  country,  does  not 
take  the  case  out  of  the  rule,  but  it  draws  after  it  all  the  conse- 
quences of  the  laws  of  war,  and  is  as  void  as  though  it  had 
been  made  in  Texas  or  Mexico. 

9th.  That  the  sale  from  Manso  to  Grayson  being,  as  ex* 
pressed  in  the  deed,  between  citizens  of  Mexico  and  Texas, 
-countries  then  at  war  with  each  other,  the  contract  was  con- 
trary to  the  laws  of  war  governing  belligerents,  was  forbidden 
oy  the  organic  law  of  Texas,  the  criminal  law  of  England 
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which  it  had  adopted,  its  public  policy,  eood  morals,  and  the 
duty  of  Grayson  as  a  citizen  of  Texas,  and  was  therefore  void* 

11th.  That  if  Manso  had  resided  in  Texas  when  the  revolu* 
tion  commenced,  in  1835,  he  had  the  right  to  make  his  election,, 
whether  he  would  adhere  to  his  allegiance  to  Mexico,  or  adopt 
the  new  State  of  Texas;  and  the  fact  of  his  election  is  to  be 
determined  by  his  subsequent  acts  of  declaring  in  the  deed 
that  he  was  a  citizen  of  Mexico,  and  by  his  soon  after  return- 
ing to  Mexico,  and  residing  permanently  there. 

12th.  That  Grayson  and  those  claiming  under  him  in  privity 
of  estate,  are  estopped  by  the  recitals  of  citizenship  in  the  deod;^ 
and  no  proof  of  temporary  residence  in  a  neutral  country,  even 
if  it  had  been  made,  could  be  allowed  to  contradict  their  own 
solemn  act. 

But  the  court  refused  to  give  these  instructions,  and  gave 
the  two  following  sets,  the  first  being  asked  by  the  defendants, 
and  the  second  by  the  plaintiffs : 

The  defendants  asked  the  following,  which  were  granted : 

4th.  It  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  conveyance  from  Leon- 
ardo Manso  to  Peter  W.  Grayson,  that  it  was  made  on  the  6th 
day  of  April,  A.  D.  1836,  between  the  said  Manso,  a  citizen 
of  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  the  said  Grayson,  a  citizen  of 
the  Republic  of  Texas,  the  said  States  of  Mexico  and  Texas 
being  then  engaged  in  open  and  public  war  with  each  other, 
the  said  deed  of  conveyance  is  absolutely  null  and  void, 
passed  no  right  of  property  from  the  grantor  to  the  ffrantee 
therein,  unless  the  jury  should  find  from  the  evidence  tnat  the 
said  Leonardo  Manso  was,  at  the  time  of  making  said  convey- 
ance, domiciled  in  the  State  of  Louisiana,  where  said  convey- 
ance was  executed. 

5th.  That  to  constitute  a  domicil  requires  an  union,  or  joint 
operation  of  act  and  intention,  residence  in  a  particular  place 
with  the  design  of  remaining  there  permanently.  In  attaining 
a  just  conclusion  on  the  question  of  domicil,  the  chief  point 
to  be  considered  is  the  intention  to  remain  in  the  particular 
place  or  country;  if  it  sufficiently  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  the  said  intention  of  removing  from  one  place  to  another 
was  to  make  a  permanent  settlement  at  the  latter  place,  or  for 
an  indefinite  time,  that  is,  without  looking  to  a  departure  from 
thence  at  any  future  time,  when  any  particular  business  shall 
have  been  accomplished,  the  person  may  then  be  said  to  be 
domiciled  in  the  country  or  place  where  he  is  residing;  unless, 
therefore,  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  Leonardo  Manso 
was  residing  m  the  State  of  Louisiana  on  the  6th  of  Aprils 
1886,  with  the  intention  to  remain  there  permanently,  or  for 
an  indefinite  time,  as  above  explained,  he  cannot  be  said  ta 
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have  been  at  the  time  domiciled  in  Louisiana  so  as  to  render 
the  conveyance  made  by  him  on  that  day  to  Peter  W.  Orayson, 
a  citizen  of  Texas,  legal  and  valid. 

And  the  plaintiff  asked  the  following,  which  were  granted: 

8tn.  That  if  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  'Leonardo 
Manso  was  a  native  Spaniard,  who  emigrated  to  Mexico  in  his 
youth,  and  before  the  revolution  by  wnich  Mexico  was  sepa- 
rated from  Spain,  and  adhered  to  tne  cause  of  Mexican  inde- 
pendence, ana  became  a  citizen  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and 
in  the  year  1883,  or  before  that  time,  emigrated  to  Martin  De 
Leon's  colonv  in  Texas,  settled  in  said  colony,  was  received  as 
a  colonist  and  domiciliated  therein,  and  thenceforward  until  the 
date  of  this  conveyance  remained  either  in  Texas  or  in  Louisi- 
ana, without  having  re-established  his  domicil  in  any  other  part 
of  Mexico,  then  the  said  Leonardo  Manso  was  not,  up  to  the 
date  of  said  deed,  an  alien  enemy  to  Texas,  and  his  deed  to 
Grayson  is  not  invalid  on  that  ground. 

9th.  That  if  Manso's  domicil,  at  the  date  of  his  conveyance 
to  Grayson,  was  either  in  Texas  or  Louisiana,  and  the  jury  do 
not  believe  from  the  evidence  that  he  had  taken  up  arms  or 
engaged  in  the  contest  against  Texas,  his  mere  election  to  con- 
sider and  calling  himself  a  citizen  of  Mexico,  would  not  make 
him  an  alien  enemy,  so  as  to  render  his  said  deed  invalid  on 
that  ground. 

The  fifth  proposition  decided  by  this  court  is  the  following: 

^^  Where  a  deed  of  land  in  Texas  was  executed  in  Louisiana, 
and  recorded  in  a  notary's  books,  a  copy  of  it  which  had  been 
compared  with  the  original  by  a  witness  who  was  acquainted 
with  the  handwriting  of  the  notary  (bein^  dead^  and  the  sub- 
scribing witness,  was  properly  admitted  in  eviaence.  It  was 
also  admitted  as  a  record  of  another  State." 

The  ruling  of  the  court  below  upon  this  point  was  as  follows : 

The  plaintiff  asked  the  court  to  give  the  following  instruc- 
tions to  the  jury,  which  the  court  gave,  viz: 

16th.  The  conveyance  from  Manso  to  Grayson,  executed  in 
Louisiana  before  a  notary  public  in  conformity  to  the  law  pre- 
vailing in  civil  law  countries,  does  not  require  further  proof 
of  delivery  to  the  party,  as  the  making  the  agreement  before  a 
notary,  its  reduction  to  writing,  and  making  a  protocol  of  such 
writings  includes  delivery. 

17th.  If  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  deed  from 
Manso  to  Grayson  was  made  in  Louisiana  before  a  notary  pub- 
Ve,  and  was  executed  by  the  parties,  and  left  with  him  to  be- 
come a  record  of  his  ofiice,  further  evidence  of  the  deliveiy  of 
the  said  deed  is  not  necessary. 

The  last  proposition  decided  by  this  court  was  tbefelloitdiig: 
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"In  order  that  the  statute  of  limitations  shall  begin  to  run; 
the  defendant,  claiming  under  a  younger  title  to  land  which 
conflicts  in  part  with  an  elder  title,  should  have  been  in  actual 
possession  of  the  part  which  was  overlapped  by  the  elder  title." 

Upon  this  point  the  court,  below  gave  the  following  instruc- 
tion to  the  jury,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff. 

18th.  Though  White,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  may 
have  had  more  than  three  years'  adverse  possession  on  his  third 
of  a  league  claimed  in  this  action,  yet  if  said  third  of  a  league 
survey  conflicted  in  part  only  with  plaintiff's  grant,  and  there 
was  not  an  actual  adverse  possession  within  the  interference 
of  the  surveys  for  three  years  or  more  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  the  defendants  will  not  be  entitled  to  the 
bar  of  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  act  of  limitations. 

The  verdict  and  judgment  were  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendants  brought  the  case  to  this  court  by  writ  of  error. 

It  was  submitted  on  printed  argument  by  Mr.  Reagan  for 
the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and  argued  by  Mr.  Bibb  and  Mr.  Hvqhes 
for  the  defendants.  There  was  also  upon  that  side  a  brief  filed 
by  Mr.  BaUiyiger. 

The  analysis  of  the  rulings  of  the  court  below  has  occupied 
BO  much  room,  that  the  points  and  arguments  of  counsel  must 
be  omitted. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  suit  was  brought  and  tried  in  the  District  Court  of 
Texas,  to  recover  a  league  of  land  lying  in  that  State,  fronting 
in  part  on  Matagorda  bay,  east  of  the  mouth  of  the  Guadalupe 
river,  and  purporting  to  be  in  Martin  Do  Leon's  colony  or  em- 
presa. 

1.  The  first  objection  made  on  the  trial,  was  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  grant  offered  in  evidence,  on  the  grouod  that  the 
land  did  not  lie  in  the  colony,  and  therefore  the  officers  of  the 
same  wanted  jurisdiction,  and  had  no  power  to  grant  to  Benito 
Morales,  under  whom  Burnley  claims.  If  the  premises  were 
true,  the  conclusion  would  certainly  follow.  (McLemore  v 
Wright,  2  Termer's  Ten.  R.) 

It  is  a  histoncal  fiict,  established  as  such  by  the  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas,  in  the  case  of  De  Leon  v.  White, 
(9  Texas  R.,  598,)  that  the  empresario  contract  of  Martin  De 
Leon  was  so  amended  by  order  of  the  General  Government  of 
Mexico  as  to  include  the  littoral  leagues  along  Hie  coast  of  the 
Mexican  gul^  including  that  portion  thereof  where  the  land  in 
dispute  lies. 
'    It  18  not  only  established  by  the  history  of  the  country;  but 
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here,  it  was  also  proved  by  witnesses,  after  proof  bad  been 
made  to  the  court,  that  many  of  the  documents  of  the  empresa 
had  been  destroyed  by  the  soldiers  of  the  Texas  army  during 
the  revolutionary  struggle.  The  court  left  it  to  the  jury  to  de- 
termine whether  the  land  lay  in  the  empresa  of  Martin  De  Leon, 
and  they  so  found.  In  doing  this,  we  think  there  was  no  eiToi 
committed  as  against  the  defendant. 

2.  The  next  question  appears  on  the  face  of  the  grant.  All 
the  steps  leading  to  the  grant,  with  one  exception,  are  regular. 

The  quantity  of  land  that  the  lines  of  survey  include,  is  equal 
to  two  leagues,  whereas  only  one  league  is  called  for;  and  the 
reason  the  surveyor  gives  in  his  certificate  of  survey  for  the 
excess  is,  that  he  included  in  the  survey  a  bay  of  the  ocean, 
which  was  not  subject  to  grant,  a  quantity  equal  to  a  league. 

This  statement  was  proved  to  be  untrue — almost  entirely. 
The  grant  contains  two  leagues  and  more  of  fast  land;  and  for 
this  reason  it  was  insisted  at  the  trial  that  it  was  fraudulent 
and  void.  But  the  court  charged  the  jury  to  the  contrary, 
with  several  qualifications.  These  we  deem  to  have  been  use- 
less ;  as  our  opinion  is,  that  a  regular  grant  (tbat  is,  a  com- 
pleted title,  made  by  those  exercising  the  proper  political  power 
to  grant  lands)  is  not  open  to  this  objection,  by  an  opposing 
claimant  setting  up  a  younger  title ;  and  we  understand,  that 
on  this  principle  the  well-considered  caseis  of  Hancock  v. 
McKinney,  (7  Texas,)  and  of  Swift  v.  Herrera,  (9  Texas,)  pro- 
ceed. Such  is  the  settled  doctrine  elsewhere.  (Overton  r. 
Campbell,  5  Hayw.  Ten.  R.) 

How  far  the  Government  of  Texas  might  interefere  by  "  due 
course  of  law,''  (that  is,  by  a  suit  in  its  name  and  behalf,)  is  a 
question  for  that  Government  to  decide.  Owen  v.  Rains's 
Lessee  (5  Haywood's  Ten.  R.,  106)  is  to  the  effect  that  it  can 
only  be  done  by  suit. 

To  hold  that  this  grant  was  void^  because  the  surveyor  re- 
turned an  excess  in  his  survey,  without  any  evidence  that  the 
frantee  participated  in  the  matter,  as  is  the  case  here,  would 
e  an  alarming  doctrine  through  a  wide-spread  portion  of  the 
United  States.  No  instance  is  recollected  where  the  State  has 
interfered  by  suit  to  reform  a  land  patent  for  excess  of  quan* 
tity.  The  consideration  of  more  or  less  of  excess,  to  constitute 
A  prima  facie  case  of  fraud,  would  give  a  latitude  of  discretion 
to  the  judicial  department  over  the  executive  and  granting 

Sower,  inconsistent  with  the  independence  of  the  latter  in  this 
ranch  of  administration.  Under  the  S^anish^  and  Mexican 
Qovemments,  the  judiciary  had  no  authority  to  interfere  at  all 
in  any  case.  The  political  department  retained  to  itself  aU  the 
power  to  reform  or  to  annul  titles. 
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But  where  the  executive  authority  intervenes,  and  oallB  on 
the  courts  of  justice  to  aid  ''in  the  due  course  of  law/'  no  col* 
lision  between  the  two  departments  can  occur. 

That  a  case  of  excess  sufficiently  gross  could  arise  to  justify 
a  proceeding  by  suit  on  the  part  of  the  State  of  Texas,  to  re- 
form a  Spanish  grant,  we  do  not  doubt.  ^United  States  v. 
Hughes,  11  How.,  652.)  But  the  question  nere  is  not  of  re- 
form; it  is  of  original  nullity. 

What  was  the  condition  of  Morales*s  title?  He  applied  for 
a  league  of  land  as  a  colonist;  his  petition  was  granted,  and  a 
survey  ordered.  The  surveyor  made  return  of  his  survey  to  the 
commissioner,  who  in  effect  exercised  the  granting  power  in 
De  Leon's  colony.  The  lines  of  the  survey  call  for  other  ad- 
joining tracts,  and  their  corners  previously  made.  On  the 
faith  of  this  survey,  the  commissioner  proceeded  to  extend  the 
title  to  Morales.  It  is  probable  that  no  actual  survey  was 
maile  on  the  ground;  and  hence  it  happened  that  the  sur- 
veyor's certificate  stated  that  more  than  one-half  of  the  bound- 
ary shown  on  the  plat  was  covered  by  water,  and  not  subject 
to  grant.  Of  this  matter,  the  surveyor  and  the  commissioner, 
as  the  judge  of  land  distribution,  had  jurisdiction ;  it  was  their 
duty  to  act  justly  between  the  Government  and  the  grantee. 
The  commissioner  acted  by  extending  the  title  of  possession, 
and  thus  vested  a  full  title  in  Morales.  No  one  at  that  time 
had  any  right  to  complain,  if  the  Government  was  content;  it 
has  so  tar  acquiesced,  and  younger  grantees  are  bound  by  that 
acauiescence. 

There  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  that  Morales  had  any 
knowledge  that  the  statement  made  bv  the  surveyor  in  his  ceN 
tilicate  of  survey  was  untrue;  and  therefore  the  grant  as  to 
him  is  not  voidy  and  could  only  bo  voidable  in  part,  if  it  could 
be  reformed  at  all. 

8.  Morales  conveyed  to  Manso,  who  was  a  citizen  of  Texas, 
residing  in  De  Leon's  colony  when  resistance  to  the  Central 
Government  of  Mexico  was  first  agitated  by  the  inhabitants  of 
Texas. 

All  Spaniards  were  ordered  to  leave  the  country  by  the  party 
whii  h  eventually  proved  successful ;  and  Manso,  being  a  Span- 
iard,  left  and  went  to  Louisiana;  and  it  is  insisted  that  this 
forced  removal  was  an  abandonment  of  the  country,  and  a  for« 
feiture  of  his  laud,  according  to  the  colonization  laws  of  Ooa* 
bulla  and  Texas.  Manso  took  no  part  in  the  revolutionarr 
movementy  quietly  left,  and  resided  m  Louisiana  from  the  fall 
of  1884  up  to  the  time  when  he  conveyed  to  Grayson,  in  April, 
1886.  Bach  was  th«  only  proof  of  his  acts,  so  fiur  as  they  Mbol 
this  controversy. 
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The  evidence  did  not  warrant  any  charge  from  the  court 
on  the  ground  of  abandonment  of  the  country  by  Manso.  The 
ease  of  Hardy  v.  De  Leon  ^5  Texas  R.)  is  conclusive  on  this 
ip'ound  of  defence.  To  hold  otherwise,  would  violate  the  en- 
tire doctrine  laid  down  in  the  case  of  McMullin  v.  Hodge^  (5 
Texas  R.) 

There  must  be  some  evidence  on  which  a  charge  to  the  jury 
is  founded,  otherwise  it  cannot  be  lawfully  given.  As  there 
was  no  evidence  from  which  an  abandonment  could  be  found 
bv  the  jury,  an  instruction  on  the  subject  could  only  mislead. 
(Chirac  et  al.  r.  Reinecka,  2  Pet.,  625.) 

In  the  next  place,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  there  was  no 
evidence  introduced  on  the  trial  below  which  could  have  war- 
ranted the  court  to  give  any  instruction  to  the  jury  destructive 
of  Orayson's  title,  on  the  supposition  that  Manso  was  an  alien 
•enemy  at  the  time  of  conveying,  and  therefore  had  no  capacity 
to  convey. 

When  one  nation  is  at  war  with  another  nation,  all  the  sub- 
jects or  citizens  of  the  one  are  deemed  in  hostility  to  the  sub- 
jects or  citizens  of  the  other;  they  are  personally  at  war  with 
each  other,  and  have  no  capacity  to  contract.  Here  Manso 
was  a  citizen  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  when  he  was  forced  to 
leave  his  country,  and  continued  away,  subject  to  the  same 
coercion,  until  after  independence  was  declared  by  Texas, 
March  2d,  1836.  The  Constitution  of  Texas  was  adopted 
March  17th,  1836;  by  the  tenth  section  of  which  it  is  provided, 
that  "all  persons  (Africans,  &c.,  excepted)  who  were  residing 
in  Texas  on  the  day  of  the  declaration  of  independence  shall 
be  considered  citizens  of  the  Republic,  and  entitled  to  all  the 
privileges  of  such."  Manso  conveyed  to  Grayson  in  April, 
afterwards.  There  was  a  suspicion  (he  being  a  Spaniard)  that 
he  sympathized  with  the  federal  authorities  of  Mexico,  and 
miaht  tdce  sides  with  the  enemies  of  Texas ;  but  this  record 
aftords  no  proof  that  he  did  so,  up  to  the  time  when  he  con- 
veyed to  Grayson ;  nor  is  there  any  proof  showing  that  he  had 
abandoned  his  domieil  in  Texas,  which  he  was  forced  to  leave 
^ome  sixteen  months  before  independence  was  declared;  nor 
18  it  of  any  consequence,  whether  he  did,  or  did  not,  become 
domiciled  in  Louisiana,  if"  he  was  not  an  alien  enemy  to  the 
Republic  of  Texas,  and  to  her  citizen  Grayson,  the  grantee; 
4i8  an  alien  friend  can  convev  his  lands  situate  in  a  foreign 
Government;  and  that  the  title  is  defeasible,  is  nothing  to  the 
purpose  in  this  case. 

It  is  again  insisted  that  Manso,  after  he  convoyed  to  Gray 
4od,  removed  to  Mexico,  and  that  this  must  be  taken  as  eVi- 
4Dfic0  that  he  was  an  alien  enemy  when  indepeiidouciJ  ^frM 
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declared.  The  Texas  courts  hold  that  forcing  a  party  to  leave 
the  country  should  not  operate  to  his  prejudice.  (Hardy  n^ 
De  Leon,  5  Tex.  R.)  And  this  court  held,  in  the  case  of  AfcH- 
vane  v.  Coxe's  lessee,  (4  Cra.,  216,)  that  a  citizen  of  New  Jer- 
sey did  not  forfeit  his  citizenship  oy  joining  the  British  army 
during  our  revolutionary  war,  and  that  his  heirs  took  by  de- 
scent, although  their  ancestor  continued  to  reside  abroad.  Nor 
did  the  expression  in  the  deed  that  Manso  was  a  citizen  of 
Mexico  establish  alienage,  as  the  State  might  claim  his  citizen- 
ship, notwithstanding.  To  this  effect  is  Coxe'scase ;  and  which 
is  followed  by  the  doctrine  maintained  in  Ingle  v.  The  Trustees 
of  the  Sailors'  Snug  Harbor.     (8  Peters  R.) 

4.  The  conveyance  from  Manso  to  Grayson  is  dated  April 
6, 1836,  and  was  executed  before  a  notary  public  in  Louisiana.. 
It  embraced  seventeen  leagues  in  all,  including  the  one  in  dis* 
pute.  It  was  a  civil-law  conveyance,  made  in  a  notary's  book,, 
and  a  copy  furnished  to  the  grantee,  as  a  second  original.  This 
copy  was  offered  in  evidence.  In  December,  1836,  the  Legis- 
lature of  Texas  enacted,  that  ^'  the  common  law  of  England, 
as  now  practiced  and  understood,  shall,  in  its  application 
to  juries  and  evidence,  be  followed  and  practiced  by  the  courta 
of  this  Republic.  * '  The  conveyance  had  two  attesting  witnesses 
to  it,  besides  the  signature  of  the  notary.  To  let  in  the  copy, 
it  was  proved  by  a  witness  that  he  had  examined  the  original 
on  file  on  the  notary's  book;  that  the  copy  was  a  true  one; 
that  the  notary  before  whom  the  conveyance  was  executed  waa 
dead;  that  the  witness  knew  his  handwriting,  which  was  gen- 
uine; that  he,  the  witness,  was  well  acquainted  with  the  hand- 
writing of  John  Simonds,  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to 
the  act  of  sale,  who  was  also  dead,  and  that  the  signature  of 
Simonds  was  genuine. 

The  original  of  the  conveyance  from  Manso  to  Grayson  re- 
mained in  the  archives  of  the  notary  in  Louisiana,  and  conse- 
quentW  could  not  be  produced,  and  the  copy  was  of  necessity 
offered.  This  is  according  to  the  case  of  Watrous  r.  McGrew,^ 
(16  Tex.  R,,  612.)  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  paper  offered 
was  sufficiently  proved  to  be  admitted  on  common-law  principles. 

The  copy  from  the  notary's  books  was  also  duly  authenti- 
cated, according  to  the  act  of  Congress  of  1804,  as  a  record  of 
another  State.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Texas  held,  in  the  case 
of  Watrous  v.  McGrew,  that  as  the  sixth  article  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  Texas  of  November,  1835,  creating  a  provisional 
Government,  had  recognised  the  civil  code  and  code  of  prac- 
tice of  Louisiana;  and  as  the  ordinance  of  January  22, 1886, 
(Hart  Dig;.,  821,)  had  adopted,  '4n  matters  of  probate  the  laws 
and  principles  in  similar  cases  in  the  State  of  Louisiana^''  th% 
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courts  of  Texas  must  recognise  the  Louisiana  laws,  and  the 
proceediqgs  under  them,  in  cases  of  conveyances  executed  by 
notarial  act  in  Louisiana;  and  on  this  ground  the  copy  of  the 
conveyance  then  before  the  court  was  admitted  in  evidence, 
being  in  all  its  features  a  copy  of  a  record  like  the  present. 

6.  The  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  defendants  are 
protected  by  the  act  of  limitations  of  three  years?     They 

E leaded,  specially,  that  they,  and  those  under  whom  they  claim, 
ave  been  in  adverse  possession  of  the  premises  sued  for  under 
color  of  title  for  three  years  next  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit ;  and  that  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  accrued  more 
than  three  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  said  suit. 

The  fifteenth  section  of  the  act  of  1841  (Hart.  Dig.,  729) 
declares  that  every  suit  to  recover  real  estate  as  against  any 
one  in  possession  under  title,  or  color  of  title,  shall  be  insti 
tuted  within  three  years  next  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have 
accrued,  and  not  afterwards. 

The  defendants  had  both  title  and  color  of  title,  as  required 
by  the  act;  and  they,  or  some  of  them,  had  been  in  actual  pos- 
session of  their  lands  more  than  three  years  before  this  suit 
was  commenced. 

The  "younger  title,  owned  and  occupied  by  the  defendants, 
lapped  over  one  side  of  the  grant  to  Morales,  and  to  this  inter- 
ference the  dispute  extends.  But  no  one  of  the  defendants  had 
been  in  actual  possession  of  the  disputed  part  for  three  years 
when  the  suit  was  brought. 

The  act  of  1841,  section  15,  requires  suit  to  be  instituted 
^thin  three  years  ^'next  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have 
accrued."  -Ajid  we  think  it  too  plain  for  reasoning  or  author- 
ity to  make  it  plainer,  that,  until  the  land  of  the  plaintiff  was 
trespassed  upon,  this  action  of  trespass^  to  try  title,  could  not 
be  maintained.  Such  are  the  decisions  of  the  elder  States  on 
statutes  having  corresponding  provisions.  (Trimble  v.  Smith, 
4  Bibb  Ky. ;  Pogue  v.  McKee,  8  Mar.  Ky. ;  Talbot  v.  McGav- 
ock,  1  Ter.  Ten.  R.,  262.) 

We  have  endeavored  carefully  to  follow  the  doctrines  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Texas  in  this  opinion,  because  we  are  bound 
to  follow  tiie  settled  adjudications  of  that  State  in  cases  affect- 
ing titles  to  lands  there. 

On  the  effect  of  excess  of  quarUity  in  a  grant,  and  on  the  three 

J  ears'  act  of  limitations,  we  had  no  direct  guide,  and  therefore 
ave  expressed  our  independent  views  on  uiese  questions. 
For  the  reasons  here  stated,  it  is  ordered  that  the  jadgment 
of  the  Pistrict  Court  be  affirmed. 

Mr.  Jostioe  DANIEL  dissented. 
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Tns  Unitbd  Statbs,  Plaiktiff'  ik  Error,  v.  Gk>TLiBB 
Brbitling. 

T^e  Gircnit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Alabama,  bj  a  general  mle,  adopted  the 
practice  of  the  State  eonrtSi  which  is  regulated  hy  a  statute  providing  that  no 
bill  of  exceptions  can  be  signed  after  the  a<yoamment  of  the  court,  unless  with 
the  consent  of  counsel,  Ac. 

But  where  a  judge  holding  the  Gircnit  Gonrt  in  Alabama  signed  a  bill  of  exceptions 
under  special  circumstances,  after  acyournment,  and  without  the  consent  of  coun- 
sel, this  court  will  consider  the  exception  as  properly  before  it.  It  is  in  the 
power  of  a  court  to  suspend  its  own  rules,  or  except  a  particular  case  from  them, 
to  subserve  the  purposes  of  justice. 

And  the  signature  of  the  judge  was  attached  to  the  bUl,  in  conformitj  with  th«  de- 
cisions of  this  court. 

The  exception  brings  up  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury,  but  not  the  admission 
of  evidence  which  was  objected  to  on  the  trial,  but  to  the  admission  of  which  no 
exception  was  noted. 

The  cliarge  of  the  court,  being  founded  on  a  hypothetical  state  of  iheti  of  wUch 
there  was  no  evidence,  was  erroneous. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  Alabama. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  submitted  on  printed  arguments  by  Mr.  Block  (Attor^ 
ney  General)  for  the  Tjnited  States,  and  Mr.  Percy  Walker  iot 
the  defendant. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  United  States  a^inst  the 
defendant  in  error,  as  one  of  the  sureties  in  the  oflicial  bond 
of  David  E.  Moore,  who  was  receiver  of  the  public  moneys  at 
Demopolis,  in  the  State  of  Alabama.  Under  the  instructions 
^vcn  by  the  court  to  the  jury,  the  verdict  &nd  judgment  were 
in  &vor  of  the  defendant 

A  bill  of  exceptions  to  these  instructions,  signed  and  sealed 
by  the  judge  who  tried  the  case,  is  set  forth  in  the  transcript 
But  the  defendant  contends  that  the  exception  was  not  takea 
by  the  United  States  according  to  law  and  the  rules  and  prac- 
tice of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  that  it  cannot  therefore  be  re- 
garded as  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings  in  that  courts 
nor  considered  here  in  revising  its  judgment 

A  brief  extract  from  the  exceptions,  together  with  the  note 
attached  to  it  by  the  judge,  will  show  how  this  question  arises. 

After  setting  forth  the  bond  and  the  testimony  of  several 
witnesses,  examined  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  thel  exeep* 
tion  proceeds  in  the  following  words  r 

^The  defendant  then  ottered  to  read  in  etid^dd  flie  d^iOd- 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1867.  ^6$ 

UtdUd  8uum  V.  Bnitimg. 

ttOQB  above  referred  to,  when  the  plaintiff's  connsel  objected 
to  the  reading  of  the  depositions  of  McDowell,  W.  H.  Roberts,, 
and  Gtoorge  Q.  Lyon,  as  they  were  severally  offered,  which  ob- 
jection the  court  overruled.  The  plaintiff  s  counsel  objected 
to  the  evidence  of  D.  0.  Anderson,  who  was  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness by  defendant,  whose  evidence  went  to  show  that  Smith, 
one  of  the  obligors  to  the  bond,  was  poor  and  in  straitened 
circumstances,  which  objection  was  overruled.  This,  to^ethei 
with  the  depositions  above  referred  to,  was  all  the  evidence 
offered  by  defendant,  and  the  same  having  been  submitted  te 
the  jury,  and  argued  by  counsel,  tiie  court,  at  the  request  of 
the  defendant's  attorneys,  charged  the  jury,  *that  if  the  jury 
believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  at  the  time  Breitiinff's  name 
was  signed  to  the  bond,  it  was  understood  and  intended  that 
other  persons  were  to  sign  it  as  obligors,  and  he  was  to  have 
notice  that  they  did  so,  and  who  they  were,  and  then,  if  satis- 
fied, was  to  acloiowledge  the  bond  in  the  presence  of  witnesses, 
who  were  to  attest  it,  and  if  this  was  not  done,  and  the  bond 
was  not  afterwards  ratified  by  him,  the  jury  ought  to  find  for 
the  defendant;'  to  which  charge  the  plaintiff's  counsel  ex- 
cepted. 

"And  the  judffe  therefore  signs  and  seals  their  bill  of  excep- 
tions, this  15th  day  of  May,  1856,  a  day  after  the  adjournment 
of  the  court.  John  Gaylb,  [seal.]" 

McplaruUions  attached  to  the  BQl  of  Exceptions, 

^'During  the  term  of  the  courts  the  attorney  for  the  United 
States  presented  a  bill  of  exceptions.  The  bill  was  presented 
on  Saturday  before  the  court  aajoumed,  which  was  on  Wednes- 
day. On  Monday  morning,  the  bill  was  handed  to  the  United 
States  attorney,  with  the  request  that  he  submit  it  to  the  op- 
posing counsel.  On  the  third  day  after  this,  the  minutes  were 
signed,  and  the  court  adjourned. 

"I  heard  nothing  further  from  the  bill  till  the  9th  or  lOth 
May,  when  it  was  presented  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  again^ 
with  the  written  objections  of  the  attorneys  of  the  defendant, 
that  it  should  be  signed  after  the  adjournment.  The  clerk 
will  subjoin  this  explanation  to  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

''Filed  16tii  May,  1866." 

The  oMection  stated  in  the  note  it  ibunded  upon  a  rale  of 
the  Gircnit  Court,  which  in  general  terms  adopts  the  practice 
of  the  State  courts;  and  the  practice  of  the  State  courts,  in 
elation  to  exceptions,  is  regulated  by  a  law  of  the  State,  which 
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provides  that  no  bill  of  exceptions  can  be  signed  after  the  ad- 
journment of  the  court  during  which  the  exception  is  taken, 
unless  by  consent  of  counsel  in  writing,  when  it  may  be  signed 
within  ten  days  thereafter,  except  in  such  cases  as  is  otherwise 
provided. 

But  the  answer  to  this  objection  is,  that  the  statute  of  Ala- 
bama, and  the  regulation  it  prescribes  to  the  courts  of  the 
State,  can  have  no  influence  on  the  practice  of  a  court  of  the 
United  States,  unless  adopted  by  a  rule  of  the  court.  And  it 
is  always  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  suspend  its  own  rules,  or 
to  except  a  particular  case  from  its  operation,  whenever  the 
purposes  of  justice  require  it.  The  attention  of  this  court  has, 
upon  several  occasions,  been  called  to  this  subject,  and  the 
rule  established  by  its  decisions  will  be  found  to  be  this:  the 
exception  must  show  that  it  was  taken  and  reserved  by  the 
arty  at  the  trial,  but  it  may  be  drawn  out  in  form  and  sealed 
y  the  judge  afterwards.  This  point  was  directly  decided  in 
the  case  of  Phelps  v.  Mayor,  15  How.,  260;  and  again,  in 
Turner  v.  Yates,  16  How.,  28.  And  the  time  within  which  it 
may  be  drawn  out  and  presented  to  the  court,  must  depend  on 
its  rules  and  practice,  and  on  its  own  judicial  discretion.  In 
the  case  before  us,  the  jud^e  who  tried  the  case  has  deemed  it 
his  duty  to  seal  and  certify  the  exception  to  this  court;  and 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  exception  and  the  note, 
we  think  he  was  right  in  doing  so,  and  that  this  exception  is 
legally  before  this  court  as  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  court  below. 

in  proceeding  to  examine  the  points  raised  upon  it  and  ar- 
gued m  this  court,  it  is  not  necesaary  to  state  at  large  the  testi- 
mony given  by  the  witnesses  for  the  defendant,  nor  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  United  States  objects  to  the  admissibility  of 
the  evidence ;  for  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  excepted 
to  any  one  of  the  decisions  of  the  court  overruling  his  objec- 
tions. The  exception  states  that  ho  made  the  objections  which 
have  been  argued  here,  and  that  the  court  overruled  them. 
But  the  fact  that  he  made  the  point  at  the  trial,  and  the  court 
decided  it  against  him,  is  not  sufficient  to  bring  the  question 
before  this  court.  He  must  show  that  he  excepted  to  the 
opinion.  And  a«  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  did  so  while  the 
jury  were  at  the  bar,  the  objections  to  the  testimony  of  the 
witnesses  are  not  before  us. 

It  is  otherwise,  however,  in  relation  to  the  charge  of  the  court 
to  the  jury.     This,  it  appears,  was  excepted  to,  and  couse- 

Suentlv  is  regularly  and  legally  before  this  court,  and  we  think 
le  judge  erred  in  giving  it. 
It  is  clearly  error  in  a  court  to  charge  a  jury  upon  a  supposed 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1857.  26& 

ffemmmway  v.  Fiahfr. 

or  conjectural  state  of  facts,  of  which  no  evidence  has  been 
offered.  The  instruction  presupposes  that  there  is  some  evi- 
dence before  the  jury  which  they  may  think  sufficient  to  estab- 
lish the  facte  hypothetically  assumed  in  the  opinion  of  the 
<;ourt;  and  if  there  is  no  evidence  which  they  have  a  right  to 
consider,  then  the  charge  does  not  aid  them  in  coming  to  cor- 
rect conclusions,  but  its  tendency  is  to  embarrass  and  mislead 
them.  It  may  induce  them  to  indulge  in  conjectures,  instead 
of  weiffhing  the  testimony. 

In  the  case  before  us,  we  do  not  see  any  evidence  in  the  rec- 
ord which  tends,  in  the  least  degree,  to  prove  any  one  of  the 
facts  hypothetically  assumed  in  the  opinion.  If  such  testimonj'^ 
was  given,  it  certamly  does  not  appear  in  the  transcript.  And 
upon  this  ground,  without  examining  further  into  the  opinion 
or  the  court  below,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed. 


Augustus  Hbmmbnwat,  Claimant  of  thb  Ship  Inbbpsnbbnob, 
V.  William  B.  Fishbb. 

Where  a  jadgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  sitting  in  admiraltj,  was  affirmed  here  by 
a  divided  court,  interest  was  not  to  be  calculated  upon  the  judgment. 

The  eighteenth  rule  of  this  court  never  applied  to  cases  in  admiralty  which  are 
brought  up  by  appeal,  and  the  rule  itself  is  repealed  bj  the  siztj-second  rule. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts,  sitting  in  admiralty. 

It  was  arffued  at  the  preceding  term  of  this  court  by  Mr 
Loring  for  the  appellant,  and  Mr.  BarileU  and  Mr.  Thaxter  for 
the  appellee.  The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  was  affirmed 
by  a  divided  court,  and  a  mandate  was  issued  for  the  amount 
named  in  such  judgment,  but  no  interest  was  mentioned,  as 
none  was  given  in  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  The 
mandate  was  not  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and  at  the  present 
term  Mr.  BartUit  made  the  following  motion,  which  was  argued 
bj  Mr.  GiUeti: 

And  now  the  appellee  moves  to  amend  the  judgment  ren- 
dered in  this  cause  at  the  December  term  of  this  court,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1866,  by  giving  to  the  appellants  damages 
on  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  at  the  rate  of  six  per  centum 
per  annum,  and  that  the  judgment  be  so  reformed,  and  for 
cause  shows — 

1st.  That  the  mandate  in  said  cause,  though  issued,  has  never 
been  presented  to  the  Circuit  Court,  and  is  now  returned  here* 
with,  and  filed  with  the  clerk. 
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2d.  That,  upon  inquiry  of  several  of  the  judges,  it  has  been 
ascertained  that  the  question  of  damages  was  not  passed  upon 
by  the  court,  and  so  this  motion  is  not  precluded  by  the  past 
action  of  this  court. 

8d.  That  by  the  rules  of  this  court,  ftf os.  17  and  18,)  "  Where 
there  are  no  special  circumstances,  six  p6r  cent,  interest  is  al- 
lowed on  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,"  and  the  omission 
to  insert  the  same  in  the  record  and  mandate  is  deemed  by 
this  court  a  mere  clerical  error^  capable  of  amendment  at  a  suc- 
ceeding term  of  this  court,  if  the  mandate  has  not  been  pre- 
sented to  the  Circuit  Court,  and  shall  be  restored  to  the  files 
of  this  court.    (Bank  of  Kentucky  v.  Withers,  8  Peters,  481.) 

4th.  The  fact  that  the  judgment  in  this  case  was  affirmed 
upon  a  division  of  opinion  among  the  members  of  the  court 
cannot  make  it  a  case  of '^special  circumstances"  within  the 
case  above  cited,  since  it  is  hardly  to  be  presumed  that  in  all 
cases  where  there  are  difficulties  in  a  cause,  the  party  ultimatelv 
prevailing  is  to  lose  his  damages. 

Anv  rule  that  should  make  damages  in  such  case  on  a  divis- 
ion of  opinion  upon  the  main  question  amon^  the  members  of 
the  court,  would  be  open  to  the  suggestion  that  in  principle  it 
ought  not  to  make  them  depend  upon  an  exact  equal  division, 
but  apportion  them  according  to  the  number  of  dissenting  opin- 
ions among  the  members  of  the  court. 

S.  Bartlbtt,  for  the  Appellee. 

The  appellant  objects  to  the  amendment  proposed  in  the 
judgment  rendered  in  the  above  entitled  cause,  and  to  the 
allowance  of  the  interest  claimed. 

1st.  Because  no  interest  or  damages  were  claimed  at  the 
hearing  in  this  cause;  the  proper  time  to  have  presented  this 
claim  was  at  the  hearing;  and  it  is  too  late,  after  a  decree  has 
been  rendered  and  a  mandate  issued,  to  seek  at  a  subseauent 
term  to  raise  that  question.  In  the  case  of  the  Santa  Maria, 
10  Wheat.,  481,  486,  the  court  say,  "In  this  view,  it  (the  claim 
of  interest)  was  matter  open  for  discussion  upon  the  original 
appeal;  and  no  interest  having  been  asked  or  granted,  the 
claim  is  finallv  at  rest.  What  was  formerly  before  the  court 
cannot  again  be  drawn  into  controversy."  A  decree  in  which 
no  damages  are  allowed  is  conclusive  and  final. 

In  the  case  Boyce's  Ex'r  v.  Grundy,  reported  9  Peters,  276, 
the  court  say,  "It  is  solely  for  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  whether  any  damages  or  interest  (as  a  part  thereof)  are 
to  be  allowed  in  cases  of  affirmance,  (p.  290.)  K,  upon  amrm- 
ance,  no  allowance  of  interest  or  damages  is  made,  it  is  equiv- 
alent to  a  denial  of  any  interest  or  damages,  (p.  290.) 
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In  the  present  case,  the  motion  assumes  and  admits  that  no 
such  allowance  was  made  by  the  court;  this  decree,  therefore, 
is  equivalent  to  a  denial  of  damages. 

The  case  referred  to  in  3d  of  Peters  would  seem  to  have  been 
an  error  of  the  clerk  in  not  entering  the  judgment,  with  the 
damages  which  the  court  decreed,  or  intended  to  decree. 

This  is  a  diflferent  case;  no  damages  were  claimed  by  the 
appellant,  and  none  were  decreed,  or  intended  to  be  decreed, 
by  the  court.  Here  was  no  clerical  error,  but  an  omission  or 
waiver  of  a  claim  to  damages  by  the  appellee ;  and  consequently 
the  court  did  not  decree  any. 

2d.  The  appellee  cannot  rest  any  claim  on  the  fact  that  the 
mandate  has  not  been  delivered  to  the  Circuit  Court;  that  is 
his  own  WTonff. 

It  was  his  duty  to  have  delivered  it  immediately  upon  its 
being  issued. 

And  had  it  been  so  delivered,  the  appellant  would  have 
paid  the  amount  of  the  judgment;  and  has  in  fact  held  th- 
money  unused  from  that  time  to  the  present,  for  the  purpose 
and  will  do  so  until  the  final  decree  in  the  Circuit  Court. 

If  therefore  the  decree  is  to  be  changed,  and  any  interest  a  - 
lowed,  the  appellant  claims  that  he  ought  not  to  be  charge  i 
with  interest  after  the  mandate  was  issued,  none  having  beeo 
claimed  by  the  appellee ;  and  the  mandate  having  been  retainei 
nearly  twelve  months  in  his  hands,  to  the  detriment  of  the 
appellant  William  Dbhon,  for  AppeUant. 

Appellee's  Reply. 

1st.  The  ground  that  appellee  must  be  deemed  to  have 
waived  the  application  of  a  standing  rule  of  this  court  to  his  case, 
because  he  dia  not  specially  ask  at  hearing  that  it  be  applied, 
cannot,  it  is  submitted,  be  maintained. 

2d.  The  case  of  the  Santa  Maria,  10th  Wheaton,  cited  by 
appellant,  has,  it  is  submitted,  no  application,  since  it  was  an 
attempt  to  alter  the  terms  of  a  stipulation  made  in  the  admi- 
ralty by  a  claimant,  and  insert  an  engagement  to  pay  interest 
on  the  sum  stipulated.  Nor  does  the  case  of  Boyce  v.  Grundy, 
9  Peters,  affect  this  application,  since  that  case  proceeds  on  the 
ground  that  the  court  passed  on  the  question  of  allowing  dam- 
ages, and  purposely  entered  the  decree  without  making  the 
allowance.  TOiis  application  proceeds  on  the  ground  (supposed 
to  be  ascertained)  that  the  court  did  not  pass  on  the  question 
at  all,  and  that  under  the  general  rule  damages  are  to  be  al- 
lowed unless  purposely  denied;  and  this  is  tne  point  deter- 
mined by  8d  Peters,  431. 
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8d.  The  suggestion,  that  at  all  events  interest  opght  to  be 
denied  after  the  mandate  issued,  ought  not  to  prevail,  if  there 
was  what  the  court  deem  a  clerical  error,  since  appellee  had  no 
remedy  in  the  vacation  of  this  court,  and  appellant  has  in  the 
mean  time  enjoyed  the  use  of  the  money. 

S.  Bartlbtt,  for  Appellee. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

This  case  was  decided  at  the  last  term.  It  was  an  appeal 
from  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  district  of  Massa- 
chusetts, sitting  as  a  court  of  admiralty.  The  decree  was  af- 
firmed here  by  an  equal  division  of  the  Justices  of  this  ccjurt; 
and  the  decree  of  affirmance  was  entered  by  the  clerk  for  the 
sum  awarded  by  the  Circuit  Court  and  costs,  and  did  not  give 
interest  on  the  amount  decreed  by  the  court  below.  The  man- 
date was  issued  according  to  the  decree;  but  it  was  not  filed 
or  proceeded  on  by  the  appellee,  because  he  supposed  that, 
under  the  eighteenth  rule  of  this  court,  he  was  entitled  to  in- 
terest upon  the  anlount  recovered  in  the  Circuit  Court,  from 
(he  date  of  the  decree,  and  that  its  omission  was  a  clerical 
error.  And  he  has  now  moved  the  court,  to  correct  it  by 
amending  the  decree  and  mandate. 

If  an  error  has  been  committed  by  the  clerk,  it  is,  without 
doubt,  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  correct  it  at  the  present 
term. 

But  the  judgment  is  correctly  entered,  and  the  mandate 
conforms  to  it.  And  the  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  appellee 
has  arisen  from  supposing  the  eighteenth  rule  to  be  still  in 
force,  and  to  be  applicable  to  cases  in  admiralty.  But  it  never 
applied  to  admiralty  cases.  » 

It  will  be  observed  by  reference  to  the  seventeenth  rule,  to 
which  the  eighteenth  refers,  that  these  rules  are  in  express 
terms  confined  to  cases  brought  here  by  writ  of  error.  And 
it  is  true  that,  by  the  original  iudiciarv  act  of  1789,  decrees  in 
chanceiy  and  aomiralty,  as  well  as  juagments  at  common  law, 
in  the  Circuit  Courts,  were  removable  to  this  court  by  writ  of 
error,  and  were  not  made  removable  in  any  other  manner 
And  if  that  provision  in  the  act  of  1789  was  still  in  force,  and 
the  rule  unrepealed,  the  appellee  would  be  entitled  to  the  in- 
terest he  claims,  to  be  calculated  under  the  twentieth  rule,  to 
the  day  of  the  affirmance  of  the  decree. 

But  the  writ  of  error,  from  its  form,  and  the  principles  which 

E)vem  it,  is  peculiarly  appropriate  to  judgments  at  common 
w,  and  is  inconvenient  and  embarrassing  when    used  as 
process  to  remove  decrees  in  chancery  and  admiralty  to  a  su 
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perior  court.  The  ordinary  aud  uniform  mode  of  removing 
such  decrees  to  the  appellate  and  revising  court,  wherever  such 
jurisdictions  have  been  established,  has  been  by  appeal^  with 
the  single  exception  of  this  act  of  Congress.  And,  in  order  to 
remove  the  inconvenience  and  embarrassment  which  this  pro- 
vision in  the  act  of  1789  created,  it  was  repealed  by  the  act  of 
March  2,  1803,  and  the  ordinary  mode  of  appeal  substituted  in 
the  place  of  the  lorU  o/'  error.  And  as  this  case  came  up  by 
appeal,  the  rules  of  this  court  referred  to  in  the  argument  do 
not  apply  to  it. 

Nor  indeed  were  they  intended  to  applv  to  chancery  or  ad- 
miralty decrees.  They  were  adopted  at  February  term,  1868, 
and  that  term  continued  until  the  2d  of  March.  It  was  on 
that  day  that  the  act  of  Congress  changing  the  provision  in 
the  act  of  1789  was  approved  by  the  President.  And  it  ap- 
pears by  the  minutes  of  the  court  that  the  rules  in  question 
were  adopted  on  the  same  day,  that  is,  March  2d.  This  act 
of  Congress  had  therefore,  undoubtedly,  passed  both  Houses 
of  Congress  before  these  rules  were  adopted,  and  it  is  evident 
that  they  were  carefully  framed  with  reference  to  this  change 
in  the  law,  so  as  to  exclude  from  their  operation  admiralty  and 
chancery  appeals. 

It  may  be  proper  to  add,  that  the  eighteenth  and  twentieth 
rules  are  no  longer  in  force,  even  in  common-law  cases.  They 
have  been  superseded  and  annulled  by  the  sixty-second  rule, 
adopted  in  1851.  By  this  last-mentioned  rule,  judgments  at 
common  law  and  decrees  in  chancery,  upon  affirmance  in  this 
court,  carry  interest  until  paid;  and  the  interest  is  to  be  cal- 
culated according  to  the  rate  of  interest  allowed  in  the  State 
in  which  the  judgment  or  decree  of  the  court  below  was  given. 
The  object  in  changing  the  rule  in  this  respect  was  to  place 
the  suitors  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  upon  the  same 
footing  with  the  suitors  in  the  State  courts  in  like  cases.  For 
the  interest  allowed  in  the  several  States  differs,  and  in  manv 
of  them  it  is  higher  than  six  per  cent.,  and  in  most  if  not  all 
of  them  a  judgment  or  decree  in  a  court  of  the  State  carries 
interest  until  it  is  paid. 

Cases  in  admiralty,  however,  are  not  embraced  in  the  sixty- 
second  rule.  It  applies  to  cases  of  law  and  equity  only.  And, 
indeed,  cases  in  admiralty  could  not  have  been  justly  included. 
For  there  could  be  no  reason  for  giving  one  rate  of  interest 
where  a  case  of  collision  or  salvage  was  in  the  first  instance 
tried  and  decided  in  Louisiana,  and  another  rate  of  interest 
where  it  was  tried  and  decided  in  New  York,  or  in  any  other 
State  where  tiie  interest  allowed  by  the  State  laws  was  dif 
ferent 
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Moreover,  in  cases  of  collision  and  salvage,  and  more  espe- 
cially in  the  latter,  it  is  impossible  to  fix  the  sum  that  ought  to 
be  awarded  with  absolute  certainty  by  any  rule  of  calculation. 
It  must  depend  mainly  upon  estimates,  and  the  opinions  of 
persons  acquainted  with  tne  subject;  and,  acting  upon  mere 
estimates  and  opinions,  different  minds  unavoidably  come 
to  different  conclusions  as  to  the  amount  proper  to  be  al- 
lowed. 

And  it  will  sometimes  happen  in  an  admiralty  case,  that  this 
court  will  think  that  the  damages  estimated  and  allowed  in 
the  Circuit  Court  are  too  high,  and  yet  the  opinion  here  ma^ 
approximate  so  nearly  to  mat  of  the  court  below,  that  this 
court  would  not  feel  justified  in  reversing  its  judgment.  Be- 
sides, new  testimony  may  be  taken  here,  in  an  admiralty  case, 
and  a  new  aspect  given  .to  it.  No  rule,  therefore,  fixing  any 
certain  rate  of  interest  upon  decrees  in  admiralty,  whenever 
the  decree  is  aflS.rmed,  could  be  adopted  with  justice  to  the 
parties.  And  a  discretionary  power  is  reserved,  to  add  to  the 
damages  awarded  by  the  court  below,  further  damages  by  waj* 
of  interest,  in  cases  where,  in  the  opinion  of  this  court,  the 
appellee,  upon  the  proofs,  is  justly  entitled  to  such  additional 
damages.  But  this  allowance  of  interest  is  not  an  incident  to 
the  affirmance  affixed  to.  it  by  law  or  by  a  rule  of  court  If 
given  by  this  court,  it  must  be  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion- 
ary power,  and,  pro  ianto^  is  a  new  judgment. 

In  the  case  before  us,  no  new  judgment  could  be  given  in 
this  court,  because,  upon  the  question  of  affirming  or  reversing 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  the  Justices  of  this  court  were 
equally  divided;  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed  by  operation 
of  law,  which  from  necessity  affirms  the  judgment  of  the  infe- 
rior tribunal  when  the  judges  of  the  appellate  court  are  equally 
divided.  Upon  such  an  affirmance,  the  appellee  was  entitled 
to  the  full  benefit  of  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  but 
nothing  more.  The  court,  being  equally  divided,  could  not 
change  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  nor  exercise  its  dis- 
cretionary power  to  allow  interest  on  the  decree ;  for  this  would 
have  been  a  new  decree.  And  those  Justices  who  were  of 
opinion  that  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  ought  to  be  re- 
versed because  the  damages  were  too  high,  were  of  course  op- 
posed to  making  it  still  higher  by  the  addition  of  interest 

The  motion  to  amend  the  decree  and  mandate,  and  give  in- 
terest on  the  amount  awarded  by  the  Circuit  Coui^  must 
therefore  be  overruled. 
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Thb  ITnitbd  States,  Appellant,  v.  Juana  S.  Db  Pacheoo.  Thi 
TJnitbi)  States,  Appellant,  v.  Samuel  J.  Hensley.  Thb 
United  States,  Appellant,  v.  John  Bidwell.  The  ITnitbd 
States,  Appellant,  v.  Antonio  Sunot  bt  al. 

Aa  the  act  of  Congress  passed  on  the  3d  of  March,  1861,  does  not  specifj  the  time 
within  whi<di  an  appeal  must  be  made  to  this  court  from  the  District  Courts  of 
California,  the  subject  must  be  regulated  bj  the  general  law  respecting  writs  of 
error  and  appeals.  Either  party  is  at  liberty,  therefore,  to  appeal  from  sach  % 
decree  within  five  years  from  the  time  of  its  rendition. 

Under  the  sixty-third  rule  of  this  court,  an  appellee  in  a  case  from  California  may 
docket  and  dismiss  according  to  that  rule;  but  a  new  appeal  may  be  taken  at 
any  time  within  five  years,  or  it  may  be  that  the  record  may  be  filed  by  the  ap« 
pellant  at  the  same  term  at  which  a  certificate  or  record  had  been  filed  by  the 
appellee,  and  the  case  dismissed. 

After  a  case  has  been  thus  docketed  and  dismissed  at  the  instance  of  an  appellee 
who  is  a  claimant  of  land,  if  a  patent  should  be  taken  out,  it  will  still  be  subject 
to  be  reviewed  by  this  court  at  any  time  within  the  five  years  above  mentioned. 

Thbsb  four  cases  are  put  together,  because  they  were  all  cov- 
ered by  one  decision  of  the  court.  They  were  cases  from  Cal- 
ifornia. 

In  the  first,  Mr.  OrUienden  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal. 

1st.  Because  it  was  not  taken  during  the  term  at  which  the 
decree  was  rendered. 

2d.  To  docket  and  dismiss  pursuant  to  the  sixty-third  rule 
c»f  court. 

Mr.  Oritienden  offered  with  his  motion  a  duly-certified  tran- 
script of  the  record ;  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  decree  of 
the  District  Court  confirming  the  ^rant  was  made  on  the  22d 
September,  1856,  and  that  the  United  States  appealed  therefrom 
at  the  next  stated  term,  to  wit  24th  March,  1857. 

UnniD  Statm  i 
••         r 

HlVBLlT.        J 

In  this  case,  Mr.  Blair  moved  to  docket  and  dismiss  pur- 
suant  to  the  sixty-third  rule  of  this  court,  accompanied  by  a 
duly-certified  transcript  of  the  record ;  from  which  it  appeared 
that  the  decree  of  the  District  Court,  confirming  the  grant,  was 
made  5th  July,  1855,  and  that  the  United  States  appeded  there- 
from on  the  said  5th  July,  1856. 


UnnD  Statu  ) 

V. 
BlOWlLL. 
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Mr.  Blair  moved  to  docket  and  dismiss  pursuant  to  the  sixty- 
third  rule  of  cc  urt,  accompanied  by  a  duly-certified  transcript 
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of  the  record ;  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  decree  of  the 
District  Court,  confirrainfi:  the  ^nt,  was  made  on  the  16th  of 
July,  1855,  and  that  the  Unitea  States  appealed  therefrom  on 
the  said  16th  of  July,  1866. 

United  States  | 
^'  f 

SUKOT  BT  AL.     J 

Mr.  Blair  moved  to  docket  and  dismiss  pursuant  to  the  sixty- 
third  rule  of  court,  accompanied  hy  a  duly-certified  transcript 
of  the  record ;  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  decree  of  the 
District  Court,  confirming  the  grant,  was  made  on  the  14th  of 
January,  1856,  and  that  the  United  States  appealed  therefrom 
on  the  24th  of  March,  1857. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  refers  to  the  first-mentioned  case, 
because  the  first  reason  given  by  Mr.  Oritienden  was  peculiar  to 
that  case;  the  second  reason  was  common  to  all  the  cases. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

A  motion  has  been  made  to  docket  and  dismiss  this  case. 

It  appears,  by  a  certified  copy  of  the  record  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  northern  district  of  Califor- 
nia, that  a  decree  was  passed  by  that  court  on  the  22d  of  Sep- 
tember, 1856,  confirming  the  title  of  Pacheco  to  certain  l»nds 
therein  mentioned.  No  appeal  was  taken  by  the  United  States 
at  the  term  at  which  the  decree  was  made,  but  an  appeal  was 
entered  at  the  next  succeeding  term,  in  March,  1857. 

Pacheco  by  his  counsel  now  moves  to  docket  and  dismiss  the 
case,  upon  two  grounds :  1st.  Because  the  appeal  was  not  taken 
at  the  term  at  which  the  decree  was  rendered;  and,  2d.  If  the 
appeal  might  legally  be  taken  at  the  succeeding  term,- yet  no 
transcript  of  the  record  was  filed  here  within  the  first  six  days 
of  the  present  term  of  this  court. 

The  first  question  raised  by  the  motion  depends  upon  the 
construction  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1851,  which 
authorizes  an  appeal  to  this  court  in  cases  of  this  description. 
The  act  gives  the  right  in  general  terms  to  the  party  against 
whom  the  judgment  is  rendered;  and  does  not  Imiit  the  time 
within  which  the  £^peal  shall  be  made ;  nor  refer  to  any  par- 
ticular act  of  Congress  by  which  the  time  shall  be  regulated. 
It  must  therefore  be  governed  by  the  judiciary  acts  of  1789  and 
1803,  which  regulate  writs  of  error  and  appeals  to  this  court 
from  inferior  tnbunals.  And  by  these  acts  the  party  maj?  take 
his  appeal  at  any  time  within  five  years  after  the  passing  of 
the  decree  by  the  inferior  court.  The  appeal  in  question  was 
therefore  made  in  time ;  and  this  motion  cannot  be  maintained 
oa  that  ground. 
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The  second  reason  assigned  in  support  of  the  motion  depends 
apon  the  sixty-third  rule  of  this  court.  Under  this  rule,  the 
appellee  in  a  case  from  California  is  entitled  to  have  the  case 
docketed  and  dismissed,  if  the  transcript  of  the  record  is  not 
filed  in  this  court  within  the  first  six  days  of  the  term  next 
ensuing  such  appeal;  provided  the  decree  of  the  court  below 
was  rendered  sixty  days  before  the  commencement  of  the  said 
term  of  this  court. 

As  we  have  already  said,  the  decree  was  rendered  in  Septem- 
ber, 1856,  and  the  appeal  taken  in  March,  1857.  Consequently 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  appellant  in  this  case  to  file  a  transcript 
of  the  record  within  the  first  six  days  of  the  present  term.  This 
was  not  done.  And  it  appears  that  no  transcript  of  the  record 
has  yet  been  filed  by  the  appellant.  The  appellee  is  therefore 
entitled  to  have  the  case  docketed  and  dismissed  under  the 
rules  above  mentioned. 

It  is  true  he  has  not  filed  the  certificate  mentioned  in  the 
rule,  but  has  filed  a  full  transcript  of  the  record.  But  the  tran- 
script shows  all  of  the  facta  which  the  clerk  by  the  rule  is  re- 
quired to  certify;  and  it  has  always  been  held  by  the  court  to 
be  equivalent  to  the  certificate  which  the  rule  prescribes. 

It  IS  proper,  however,  to  add  in  order  to  prevent  mistake  on 
this  subject,  that  the  only  effect  of  docketing  and  dismissing  a 
case  under  this  rule,  is  to  enable  the  party  to  proceed  to  exe- 
cute his  judgment  in  the  court  below.  It  removes  the  bar  to 
further  proceedings  in  that  court,  which  the  appeal  created, 
and  does  nothinff  more.  And  after  the  case  has  been  docketed 
and  dismissed,  me  party  against  whom  the  decree  was  ren- 
dered, may  still,  at  any  time  within  five  years  from  the  date 
of  the  decree  take  a  new  appeal  in  the  inferior  court ;  and  if 
he  files  the  transcript  of  the  record  in  this  court  within  the 
first  six  da^'S  of  the  term  next  ensuing  his  appeal,  the  appeal 
will  be  valid,  and  the  case  as  fully  before  this  court,  for  exami- 
nation and  revision,  as  if  it  had  been  brought  here  at  the  first 
term.  The  act  of  Congress  authorizes  the  appeal  at  any  time 
within  five  years,  and  the  period  allowed  by  law  cannot  be 
shortened  by  any  rule  or  practice  of  a  court.  Nor  was  it  in- 
tended to  be  diminished  by  the  rules  in  question.  And  when 
an  appeal  is  taken  in  the  court  below,  if  the  appellee  desires  a 
speedy  and  final  decision  oi  the  controversy,  it  is  in  liis  power 
to  bring  the  case  up  to  the  next  succeeding  term  of  this  court 

Indeed,  it  sometimes  happens,  un4,er  this  rule,  that  the  court 
permits  the  transcript  of  liie  record  to  be  filed  by  the  appel- 
lant, and  the  case  docketed  for  argument,  at  the  same  term  at 
which  it  had  previously  been  docketed  and  dismissed  on  the 
motion  of  the  appellee.     And  where  the  appellant  satisfies  the 
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court  that  the  omiflsion  to  file  the  traascript  within  the  first 
six  days  was  not  owiiiff  to  any  fault  or  negligence  on  his  part, 
the  court  has  always  flowed  him  to  file  it  at  the  same  term, 
and  docket  the  appeal  for  trial,  without  putting  him  to  the  ex- 
pense and  delay  of  another  appeal. 

It  follows,  from  what  we  have  said,  that  although  the  case 
before  us  must  be  docketed  and  dismissed,  yet  this  will  not 
prevent  the  United  States  from  filing  a  transcript  at  the  pres- 
ent term,  and  docketing  the  case  for  argument,  if  they  can 
show  that  the  delay  has  not.  arisen  from  any  fault  or  negli- 
gence on  their  part.  And  if  they  fail  to  do  so,  they  may  jret 
take  another  appeal  at  any  time  within  five  years,  and  bnng 
here  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  for  examination  and  re- 
vision. And  if  the  appellee,  after  the  case  is  docketed  and 
dismissed,  proceeds  upon  the  decree  of  the  District  Court,  and 
obtains  a  patent  for  the  land,  his  title  will  still  be  subject  to 
the  decision  of  this  court,  if  the  Government  shall  hereafter 
brin^  up  the  case  within  the  time  limited  by  law. 

we  have  deemed  it  proper  on  this  occasion  to  enter  into 
this  full  explanation  of  the  rule  of  court  referred  to,  on  ac- 
count of  the  multitude  of  appeals  which  must  unavoidably 
come  up  from  the  District  Courts  of  California,  and  which,  in 
some  shape  or  other,  may  be  brought  before  this  court,  upon 
motions  to  dismiss. 


Eliphab  Spbnobb,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  John  W.  Lapslbt. 

The  jadc^e  of  the  District  Ooart  of  the  United  States  in  Texas  had  power  to  order 
the  record  of  a  suit  in  which  he  was  interested  to  be  transmitted  to  the  Oircull 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Louisiana. 

A  plea  in  abatement,  filed  in  connection  with  pleas  in  bar,  was  irregular;  and  the 
refusal  of  the  court  below  to  allow  the  plea  to  be  filed  is  not  subject  to  the  re- 
view of  this  court 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  eleven  leagues  of  land  in  Texas,  Issued  before  the 
revolution,  and  subsequently  located  within  the  colonizing  grant  of  Austin  and 
Williams,  with  their  consent,  and  certified  bj  the  Secretary  of  State,  was  good 
without  the  signature  of  the  Governor. 

So  far  as  the  land  was  within  the  colonizing  grant  of  Robertson,  his  consent  WM 
not  necessary,  the  term  of  his  grant  having  expired. 

Where  no  organization  of  a  colonial  grant  had  taken  place  by  the  introduction  of 
settlers,  the  land  not  occupied  was  open  for  public  sale,  with  the  consent  of  the 
empresario,  and  the  alcalde  was  a  proper  person  to  put  the  purchaser  in  posses- 
sion. 

That  the  survey  was  made  before  the  order  of  survey  was  directed  to  the  surveyor, 
was  not  fatal  to  the  grant  Any  preliminary  defects  were  cored  by  the  patent 
The  fkirness  of  the  grant  cannot  be  investigated  at  law,  at  the  instanoe  of  a  third 
party. 

i  power  of  attorney,  authenticated  before  a  regidor,  proved  bj  the  handwriting 
of  the  regi  lor  and  the  assisting  witnesses,  held  sufficient 
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This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Louisiana. 

It  was  an  action  of  trespass  to  trv  title,  brought  by  Lapsley 
against  Spencer,  originating  in  the  f)i8trict  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  Texas,  which  sat  at  Galveston,  thence  removed  to 
the  District  Court  which  sat  at  Austin,  and  thence  removed 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Louisiana. 

The  narrative  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  of  the  points  which 
successively  arose  upon  the  trial,  is  fully  given  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court;  and  the  statement  of  the  points  which  were  made 
by  the  counsel  who  argued  the  case  in  this  court,  renders  it 
unnecessary  for  the  reporter  to  repeat  them. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr,  Benjamin  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
Mr.  Huahes  for  the  defendant,  upon  which  side  there  was  also 
a  brief  by  Mr.  Hale, 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  defendant  in  error,  Lapsley,  commenced  this  suit  in 
January,  1851,  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
Texas,  against  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Spencer,  to  recover  a  par- 
cel of  land,  and  damages  for  the  ouster  he  had  suffered.  At 
tlie  April  term  of  the  court,  1861,  the  defendant  appeared  and 
demurred  to  the  petition,  assigning — 1st.  The  description  of 
tiie  premises  is  insufficient.  2d.  The  citizenship  of  the  parties 
is  not  specifically  averred.  3d.  There  is  no  endorsement  on 
the  petition,  as  the  statutes  of  Texas  req^uire. 

With  this  demurrer,  an  answer  containmg  pleas  of  not  guilty, 
the  statute  of  limitations,  and  that  the  plaintiff  claims  under 
a  grant  with  conditions,  and  that  the  grant  is  fraudulent,  and 
the  conditions  were  not  performed,  was  filed.  Subsequently 
to  the  act  of  Congress  of  8d  March,  1851,  (9  Stat,  at  L.,  ch.  82, 
sec.  6,  p.  618,)  this  cause  was  transferred  to  the  District  Court 
of  Texas,  held  at  Austin.  No  order  of  the  court  appears  for 
this  transfer,  and  it  is  presumed  it  was  done  by  consent.  The 
defendants  appeared  to  the  cause  at  Austin,  by  attorney.  Ai 
the  November  term  of  that  court,  in  1854,  the  fallowing  ordei 
was  made  by  the  District  Court: 

"This  day  came  tlie  plaintiff  aforesaid,  by  his  attorney,  and 
on  motion  of  said  plaintiff,  by  his  attorney,  the  judge  now  pre- 
siding states  and  enters  upon  the  record  that  he  has  an  interest 
with  the  plaintiff  in  the  land  in  controversy  in  this  suit,  which, 
iu  his  opinion,  renders  it  improper  for  him  to  sit  in  the  trial 
of  the  same;  and,  thereupon,  the  court  upon  further  motioo 
orders,  becarse  there  is  no  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  Statei 
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in  tbis  State,  that  an  aathenticated  copy  of  this  order,  and  of 
all  the  record  and  proceedinjes  in  this  action,  be  forthwith  oer» 
tiHed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern 
district  of  the  Qtate  of  Louisiana,  at  New  Orleans,  that  court 
being  the  most  convenient  of  the  United  States  Circuit  Courts 
in  adjoining  States/* 

The  authority  to  make  this  order  is  supposed  to  he  derived 
from  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  8d  March,  1821,  (8  Stat,  at  L., 
ch.  51,  p.  648,)  which  provides :  "  That  in  all  suits  and  actions 
in  any  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  which  it  shall 
appear  that  the  judge  of  such  court  is  any  ways  concerned  in 
interest,  or  has  been  of  counsel  for  either  party,  or  is  so  related 
to,  or  connected  with,  either  party,  as  to  render  it  improper  for 
him,  in  his  opinion,  to  sit  on  the  trial  of  such  suit  or  action,  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  such  judge,  on  application  of  either  party, 
to  cause  the  fietct  to  be  entered  on  the  records  of  the  court.  He 
was  then  required  to  order  an  authenticated  copy  of  the  record 
to  be  certified  to  the  most  convenient  Circuit  Court  of  an  adja- 
cent State ;  which  Circuit  Court  shall,  upon  such  record  being 
filed  with  the  clerk  thereof,  "take  cognizance  thereof,  in  the 
like  manner  as  if  such  suit  or  action  had  been  originally  com- 
menced in  that  court,  and  shall  proceed  to  hear  and  determine 
the  same  accordingly;  and  the  jurisdiction  of  such  Circuit 
Court  shall  extend  to  all  such  cases,  so  removed,  as  were  cogni* 
zable  in  the  District  Court  from  which  the  same  was  removra.' 

The  record  was  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court  in  Louisiana,  in 
April,  1855,  and  the  cause  was  continued  until  the  April  term 
of  1856,  before  it  came  to  trial.  In  April,  1856,  the  defendant 
moved  to  dismiss  the  cause:  1st.  Because  the  record  shows 
that  the  judge  of  the  District  Court  for  Texas,  before  the  suit 
was  brouj^ht,  had  an  interest  in  the  land  in  dispute.  2d.  Said 
interest  disqualified  said  judge  from  making  an  order  in  the 
cause.  8d.  That  his  orders  were  void.  4th.  That  the  Circuit 
Court  at  New  Orleans  had  no  jurisdiction. 

It  is  quite  unimportant  to  consider  whether  a  judge  can 
make  any,  and  if  any,  what  orders,  in  a  suit  in  whicn  he  is  in- 
terested. This  was  much  discussed  in  the  Grand  Junction 
Canal  Company  v.  Dimes,  12  Beav.,  68;  8  H.  L.  Ca.,  759.  The 
act  of  Congress  proceeds  upon  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
maxim,  ^Hhat  a  man  should  not  be  a  judge  in  his  own  cause," 
and  requires  a  judge  found  in  that  predicament,  on  the  motion 
of  either  parly,  to  make  an  order  for  the  removal  of  the  cause 
to  another  competent  jurisdiction.  No  other  order  in  this 
cause  was  made  by  the  district  judge,  and  he  was  not  author- 
ized to  act  under  the  statute,  except  on  motion,  and  when  the 
motion  was  made  the  order  was  entered.     The  entry  on  the 
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record  by  the  jadge  imports  verity,  and  his  order  authorized 
the  Circuit  Court  at  New  Orleans  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
cause. 

The  defendant  obtained  leave  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  amend 
his  answer  the  third  term  after  the  transfer.  In  the  amend- 
ment, after  adding  to  his  pleas  in  bar  of  the  action,  he  pleaded 
that  the  apparent  legal  title  was  vested  in  the  plaintiff  by  col- 
lusion between  him  and  three  other  persons,  who  were  citizens 
of  Texas,  (one  of  whom  was  the  judge  of  the  District  Court,)  to 
litigate  and  establish  a  fraudulent  grant  in  that  court,  and  that 
these  persons  were  the  only  persons  interested  in  the  said 

Sant.  In  so  far  as  this  statement  contained  any  defence  to 
e  action,  it  was  comprehended  in  pleas  already  on  file.  As 
a  plea  in  abatement  of  the  suit,  it  was  open  to  the  objections 
that  it  was  pleaded,  without  an' affidavit,  five  years  after  pleas 
in  bar  had  been  filed,  and  which  were  undisposed  of,  and  that 
it  was  filed,  in  connection  with  other  matter,  in  bar.  Such 
pleading  was  contrary  to  the  rule  and  practice  of  the  courts, 
and  was  properlv  disallowed.  (Shepperd  v.  Graves,  14  How., 
605;  Bailey  v.  Dozier,  6  How.,  23;  Drake  v.  Brander,  8  Tex., 

861;  Dallam ,  590.) 

The  defendant  then  applied  for  leave  to  file  a  formal  plea  in 
abatement,  containing  the  same  allegations  as  those  before 
stated ;  and  with  this  plea  the  defendant  propounded  thirty- 
one  interrogatories  to  the  plaintiff*,  to  obtain  evidence  for  its 
•upport;  and  also  filed  an  affidavit,  to  the  effect  that  he  had 
not  discovered  the  facts  pleaded  at  the  time  his  plea  of  the 
general  issue  had  been  filed  in  1851.  •  But  the  defendant  made 
no  offer  to  withdraw  his  pleas  in  bar;  nor  did  the  affidavit 
flhow  when  or  in  what  manner  his  discovery  was  made ;  nor 
whv  the  application  to  file  the  plea  and  obtain  the  evidence 
had  not  been  made  at  an  earlier  date ;  nor  why  it  was  delated 
till  a  time  when  any  allowance  of  it  might  operate  a  contmn- 
ance,  when  the  case  had  already  been  pendme  for  a^ear  in 
the  Circuit  Court.  The  Circuit  Court  denied  the  application. 
This  court  has  decided  that  such  applications  are  addressed  to 
the  judicial  discretion  of  the  inferior  court,  and  its  decision  is 
not  open  for  revision  here.  It  has  decided  that  the  rei'usal  of 
an  inferior  court  to  allow  a  plea  to  be  amended,  or  a  new  plea 
to  be  filed,  or  to  grant  a  new  trial  or  a  continuance,  or  to  re- 
instate a  cause  which  has  been  legally  dismissed,  cannot  be 
questioned  for  error  in  this  court.  (Marine  Ins.  Co.  of  Alex- 
andria V,  Hodgson,  6  Cr.,  206 ;  Sims  r.  Hundley,  6  Howard 

a  c.  R.,  1.) 

A  fortnight  after  these  dilatory  motions  had  Veen  disposed 
0(^  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the  Circuit  Vonvi  on  its  niorits 
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The  title  of  the  plaintiff  consists  of  a  petition  of  Thomas  Be 
La  Vera  and  two  other  persons,  addressed  to  the  Government 
of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  the  14th  June,  1830,  each  to  purchase 
eleven  leagues  of  vacant  lands,  under  the  twenly-fourtn  section 
of  the  colonization  law  of  Mexico.  The  Governor  responded 
to  the  petition,  that  "he  concedes  in  sale  to  each  one  of  the 
petitioners  the  eleven  leagues  they  solicit;**  to  be  selected  after 
the  commissioner  of  the  Supreme  General  Government  shall 
have  reserved  a  sufficiency  of  lauds  to  meet  the  debt  of  the 
8tate.  He  orders  the  constitutional  alcalde  of  the  municipality 
to  which  the  lands  selected  may  belong,  to  give  the  possession 
of  the  leagues,  to  settle  the  class  of  the  lands,  so  as  to  adjust 
the  price,  and  to  despatch  the  corresponding  title  in  form.  No 
further  proceedings  took  place  until  May,  1832,  upon  this  con- 
tract. At  that  date,  one  of  the  parties,  for  himself  and  the 
others,  represented  to  the  Governor  the  facts  contained  in  his 
former  memorial,  and  the  executive  order;  that  no  impediment 
existed  to  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract,  and  that  it  might  hap- 
pen the  parties  would  select  lands  within  an  empresario  con- 
tract,  ana  therefore  prayed  that  either  the  alcalde  before  whom 
they  might  present  themselves,  or  in  case  that  he  could  not  do 
so,  that  the  commissioner  of  surveys  might  perform  the  acts 
requisite  to  the  delivery  of  possession  and  the  perfection  of 
the  title. 

The  Governor  thereupon  nominated  the  commissioner  for 
the  distribution  of  lands  in  the  empresa  to  which  the  lands 
selected  might  belong,  to  perform  the  acts  necessary ;  but,  if 
they  did  not  belong  to  an  empresa,  that  the  first  alcalde  of  the 
respective  municipality,  or  that  most  convenient,  might  act,  so 
that,  according  to  law  and  the  instructions,  possession  might 
bejgiven. 

iS  the  following  year,  (8d  October,  1888,)  Samuel  M.  Wil- 
liams,  professing  to  be  attorney  in  fact  for  La  Vega,  presented 
authenticated  copies  of  the  petitions  and  orders  before  men- 
tioned to  the  alcalde  of  the  municipality  of  San  Felipe  de 
Austin,  and  solicited  the  location  of  his  contract  of  purchase 
upon  lands  at  a  designated  point  on  the  Brazos  river,  within 
the  colony  of  Austin  and  Williams,  if  they  would  consent,  and 
referred  to  the  order  of  the  2d  May,  1832,  as  conferring  an 
authority  for  that  purpose.  The  alcalde  granted  the  prayer  of 
the  petitioner,  and  directed  that  the  consent  of  the  empresarios 
should  be  obtained,  and  that  the  surveyor  of  the  colony  should 
survey  the  lands  at  the  place  designated,  and  should  classify 
them  so  that  theprice  might  be  settled.  The  empresario,  Wil- 
liams, consented  for  himself  and  as  attorney  for  his  partner, 
and  the  surveyor  returned  the  order  of  survey  with  a  figurative 
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plan  and  notes  of  survey  of  the  eleven  leagues.  On  the  4tb 
October,  1833,  the  constitutional  alcalde  despatched  the  title  in 
form,  which  contains  a  recital  of  the  petitions,  orders,  consents, 
and  survey,  the  authority  conferred,  the  price  settled,  and  the 
investiture  of  the  possession  and  property.  The  plaintift*,  on 
the  trial,  connected  himself  with  this  grant  by  conveyances 
which  had  been  recorded,  and  as  to  which  no  question  arose, 
except  in  reference  to  a  power  of  attorney  from  La  Vega  to 
Williams,  under  which  a  deed  had  been  executed  in  1^0  to 
Menard  and  Williams,  in  trust  for  Sophia  St.  John. 

The  defendant  produced  no  documentary  evidence  of  title, 
and  relied  on  a  possession  of  some  two  or  three  years. 

No  exception  was  taken  in  the  Circuit  Court  to  the  intro- 
duction of  the  various  public  acts  which  constitute  the  evi- 
dence of  a  title  in  La  Vega;  nor  was  there  exception  to  the 
charge  of  the  court  which  pronounced  the  evidence  adduced 
of  its  authenticity,  competent.  It  may  be  proper  to  state  that 
the  title,  in  the  Mexican  language,  was  authenticated  from  the 
land  office  of  Texas,  and  that  the  translation  in  the  amended 
record  in  this  court  was  used  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  conve- 
nience only.  But  the  sufficiency  of  those  papers  to  vest  a  title 
in  the  grantee,  and  their  supposed  want  of  conformity  to  the 
laws  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  were  much  debated,  and  the 
opinion  of  the  court  upon  them  has  been  properly  reserved  for 
the  examination  of  this  court. 

The  power  of  the  Governor  of  those  States  to  sell  lands  to 
Mexicans,  not  exceeding  eleven  leagues  in  quantity,  is  unques- 
tionable; and  the  petition  and  order  in  1830,  in  connection 
with  the  petition  and  order  of  May,  1832,  are  evidence  of  such 
a  contract.  The  proceedings  in  1830  are  sufficiently  identified 
by  the  statements  and  recitals  of  the  papers  dated  in  1882, 
even  if  we  were  to  hold  that  the  absence  of  the  Governor's 
signature  to  the  first  order  is  a  fatal  defect.  But  that  petition 
and  the  executive  order  are  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
as  official  documents ;  they  were  so  treated  by  the  Governor 
and  the  constitutional  alcalde,  and  the  petitioners,  in  the  sub- 
sequent proceedings.  The  Secretary  of  State  is  designated  in 
the  Constitution  of  the  confederate  States  to  authenticate  "all 
laws,  decrees,  orders,  regulations,  and  instructions,  circulated 
among  the  towns,  or  directed  by  the  Governor  to  a  particular 
corporation  or  person,"  and  that  without  this  requisite  they 
shall  not  be  obeyed  or  be  productive  of  faith.  At  the  present 
term  of  this  court,  we  have  decided  that  a  decree  not  signed  by 
the  judge,  but  which  is  found  in  the  record,  and  is  certified  by 
the  clere,  and  which  has  been  executed  by  the  parties,  cannot 
oe  colW^^re.'^'  irnr^p.hed  for  the  wu'^"  of  the  signature.     (Se- 
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combe  i\  Steele,  supra.)  And  the  courts  in  Texas  have  de* 
cided  that  titles  in  form,  executed  without  the  requisite  number 
of  witnesses,  are  still  valid,  though  there  is  a  special  require- 
ment on  the  subject  of  the  number  of  the  witnesses  in  the  law. 
(14  Texas  R.,  189.)  We  do  not  feel  authorized  to  deny  faith 
to  the  act  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  State  as  an  official 
paper,  nor  can  we  assume  that  the  order  certified  did  not  re- 
ceive the  executive  sanction. 

The  Circuit  Court  instructed  the  jury,  "that  the  court  was 
required  to  take  notice  of  the  organization  of  the  States  of 
Coahuila  and  Texas,  and  of  the  officers  who  were  competent 
to  perform  the  duties  imposed  in  the  decree  of  the  Gk)vemor, 
upon  the  petition  of  La  V  ega. 

"  The  court  charged,  that  there  was  no  such  or^nization  of 
the  colonies  of  Robertson,  or  of  Austin  and  Williams,  as  to 
render  it  indispensable  for  the  grantee  to  apply  to  a  commis- 
sioner for  distribution  to  perfect  the  grant  of  the  Governor; 
that  those  colonies  were  not  empresas  in  the  sense  in  which 
that  term  was  used  in  that  decree ;  and  that  having  reference 
to  the  location  of  the  land  and  the  situation  of  the  parties,  as 
is  shown  by  the  evidence,  the  alcalde  of  Austin  was  a  proper 
officer  for  taking  the  measures  requisite  for  the  perfection  of 
the  ^ant."  The  land  described  in  the  title  was  situated  within 
the  limits  of  both  the  colonies  before  mentioned.  The  colo- 
nization contract  of  Robertson  was  granted  in  1826 ;  its  exe- 
cution was  suspended  in  1830 ;  and  it  expired,  bv  limitation, 
in  1831^  and  was  not  again  renewed  until  1834.  The  selection 
of  the  lands  was  made  after  it  had  expired,  and  before  it  was 
renewed.  The  history  of  this  empresa  has  been  judicially  as- 
certained by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas ;  and  thev  have  also 
decided  that  lands  in  a  colony  thus  situated  might  be  sold 
without  reference  to  the  empresario  in  such  a  contract.  H^oiis- 
ton  V.  Robertson,  2  Texas,  1 ;  Jenkins  v.  Chambers,  9  Texas, 
167.) 

The  empresario  contract  of  Austin  and  Williams  was  con- 
cluded in  1881,  and  included  land  embraced  in  the  Robertson 
colony.  This  land  was  excluded  from  their  contract  in  1834, 
when  Robertson's  contract  was  renewed,  and  was  restored  in 
1835.  (Houston  v.  Perry,  6  Tex.,  462.)  No  commissioner  was 
appointed  for  this  colony  until  September,  1835.  The  contract 
of  an  empresario  obliged  him  to  introduce  colonists  into  a  spe- 
cific district.  The  colonist  having  a  family  was  entitled  to  one 
league  of  land,  of  a  particular  quality,  for  which  he  paid  a  small 
sum  to  the  Gk)vernment.  The  empresario  was  paid  five  leagues 
and  five  labers  for  every  one  hundred  families  introduced.  Of 
coarse,  the  excess  of  laud  within  the  limits  of  the  colony,  after 
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sapplying  the  colonists  and  the  empresario,  remained  to  the 
G  overnment.  The  commissioner  of  distribution  was  an  officer 
of  the  Government,  who  superintended  the  fulfilment  of  the 
contract  by  the  empresario.  He  ascertained  the  character  of 
the  colonists,  allotted  to  them  and  the  empresario  their  shares 
of  land,  and  for  that  purpose  appointed  surveyors,  received 
returns  of  survey,  and  executed  the  final  titles.  TJsuallv  this 
oflBicer  was  not  appointed  until  colonists  were  introduced,  and- 
a  community  was  to  be  formed.  The  sale  of  the  land  within 
the  limits  of  the  colony  might  disturb  the  interest  of  the  em- 
presario or  of  the  colonists,  and  hence  reference  of  the  contracts 
of  sale  to  the  commissioner  for  execution.  K  there  were  no 
colonists,  and  the  empresario  opposed  no  objection,  there  was 
no  reason  why  sales  should  not  be  made,  nor  was  there  any 
occasion  for  the  services  of  a  commissioner. 

Sales  of  land  could  only  be  made  to  Mexicans,  and  no  in- 
quiries as  to  their  character  were  required.  We  understand 
tne  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas  to  be,  that  the 
alcalde  was  a  competent  and  proper  person  to  complete  the 
titles  on  a  contract  of  sale,  where  no  oi^nization  of  the  colony 
had  taken  place.  The  case  of  Clay  i?.  Solbert,  14  Tex.  R.,  189, 
resembles  that  before  the  court.  The  contract  of  sale  is  dated 
in  1831.  The  commissioner  or  alcalde  was  ordered  to  put  the 
purchaser  in  possession,  and  to  issue  the  corresponding  titles. 
The  lands  were  selected  in  the  colony  of  Austin  and  Williams, 
in  September,  1833.  Williams  consented  for  himself  and  part- 
ner. The  survey  was  returned  by  Johnson,  the  surveyor.  The 
alcalde,  ^Lesassier,)  who  ofiiciated  in  this  case,  completed  the 
title.  Tne  Supreme  Court  of  Texas  determined  the  grant  to 
be  valid.  (Watrous  v.  McGrew,  16  Tex.,  512;  Ryon  v.  Jack- 
son, 11  Tex.,  874;  Hancock  v.  McKenny,  7  Tex.,  384;  Jenkins 
V,  Chambers,  9  Tex.,  167.) 

The  Circuit  Court  further  instructed  the  jury,  "that  the 
ffrant  oould  not  be  defeated  by  proof  that  the  principal  surveyor 
did  not  in  person  perform  the  work  of  making  the  surveys,  or 
because  the  survev  was  made  before  the  order  directed  to  the 
surveyor  by  the  alcalde  was  entered  on  the  grant,''  and,  upon 
the  whole  case,  that  there  was  no  such  evidence  of  fraud  in 
the  making  of  the  grant  which  would  serve  to  defeat  it  in  this 
action. 

The  charge  of  the  court  in  reference  to  the  survey,  followed 
adjudications  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas  and  of  this  court, 
in  analogous  cases.  It  was  a  common  practice  in  Texas  for 
empresanos  and  others  to  have  their  surveys  completed  in  an- 
ticipation  of  the  arrival  of  colonists,  or  the  measures  requisite 
for  the  procurement  of  the  final  title.     The  return  of  such  sur- 
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veys  by  a  surveyor,  and  their  recognition  by  the  commissioner 
or  alcalde,  was  treated  as  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
law.     A  surveyor  mi^ht  adopt  the  surveys  of  other  persons. 

gones  V.  Menard,  1  I'ex.,  789;  Howard  v.  Perry,  7  Tex.,  259; 
orton  V.  Pace,  9  Tex.,  81;  Jenkins  v.  Chambers,  9  Tex.,  167; 
Doswell  V.  Lanzo,  20  How.  S.  C.  R.) 

In  Hoofnagle  c.  Anderson,  7  Wbeat,  212,  this  court  say: 
"It  is  not  doubted  that  a  patent  appropriates  land.  Any  de- 
fects in  the  preliminary  steps  which  are  required  by  law  are 
cured  by  the  patent.  It  is  a  title  from  its  date,  and  has  always 
been  held  conclusive  against  all  those  whose  rights  did  not 
commence  previous  to  its  emanation."  In  Boardman  v.  Reed, 
6  Pet.,  328,  the  defendants  offered  to  prove  that  the  lines  were 
not  run  by  a  qualified  surveyor;  that  the  plats  and  certificates 
were  made  out  by  protraction,  and  had  been  surreptitiously  re- 
turned to  the  register's  office,  and  patents  obtained. 

The  court  said,  ^'that  at  law  no  facts  behind  the  patent  can 
be  investigated.  A  court  of  law  has  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  a  court  of  equity  in  matters  of  fraud ;  but  the  defects  in 
an  entry  and  survey  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  at  law.  The 
patent  appropriates  the  land,  and  gives  the  legal  title  to  the 
patentee."     (White  v.  Burnley,  20  How.) 

So,  if  we  were  to  consider  the  discrepancy  of  one  day  be- 
tween the  date  of  the  preliminary  order  and  the  date  of  the 
certificate  of  the  Secretarv,  and  the  absence  of  the  Governor's 
simature,  and  the  fact  tfiat  one  empresario  consents  for  him- 
self, and  as  attorney  for  his  partner,  without  adducing  that 
power;  and  that  the  officers  do  not  affix  to  their  names  the 
name  of  their  respective  offices ;  and  that  the  survey  must  have 
been  made  before  the  order,  and  probably  by  a  deputy  or  other 
person,  as  marks  of  irregularity  or  of  malpractice,  our  opinion 
could  not  be  affected.  In  Stevenson  v.  Newman,  16  L.  and 
Eq.,  Baron  Parke,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber,  says:  **The  effect  of  ordinary  fraud  is 
not  absolutely  to  avoid  the  contract  or  transaction  which  has 
been  caused  by  that  fraud,  but  to  render  it  voidable,  at  the 
option  of  the  party  defrauded.  The  fraud  only  gives  a  right 
to  rescind.  In  the  first  instance,  the  property  passes  in  the 
subject-matter,*'  and  "vests  till  avoided."  And  this  court, 
after  a  full  review  of  the  subject,  in  Field  v.  Seabury,  19  How., 
324,  states  the  question  and  the  answer  applicable  to  this  case. 
The  question  was:  "When  a  grant  or  patent  for  land,  or  a 
legislative  confirmation  of  title  to  land,  has  been  given  by  the 
sovereignty  or  legislative  authority  having  the  exclusive  power 
to  make  it,  without  any  provision  having  been  made  in  the  patent 
or  by  the  law  to  inquire  into  its  fairness,  as  between  the  grant 
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or  and  grantee,  or  between  third  parties,  can  a  third  party  raiae 
in  qjeotment  the  question  of  fraud  as  between  the  grantor  and. 
grantee,  and  thus  look  beyond  the  grant?  "    The  reply  of  the 
court  is,  we  are  not  aware  that  such  a  proceeding  is  perxnittted 
in  a  court  of  law. 

But  we  do  not  assert  that  the  circumstances  enumerated  con- 
stitute evidence  of  fraud.  We  have  seen  that  the  preliminary 
title  is  referred  to,  and  recited  in  all  stages  tiirough  which  it 
passed,  and  by  every  officer  whom  the  law  appointed  to  super- 
intend its  perfection,  and  that  the  survey  was  in  accordance 
with  the  current  and  recognised  practice  of  the  countn^. 

The  title  emanated  from  the  8tate  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  a 
quarter  of  a  century  ago,  when  Texas  was  a  wilderness.  Col- 
onists from  abroad  were  invited,  and  a  league  of  land  was  of- 
fered to  the  colonist  having  a  family,  for  thirty  dollars.  Mex- 
icans were  allowed  to  purchase  eleven  leagues  of  ordinary 
grazing  land  for  one  hundred  dollars  the  league ;  or  of  arable 
land  for  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  These  eleven  leases 
were  sold  for  less  than  twelve  hundred  dollars.  Since  that  time, 
two  revolutions  in  the  condition  of  that  State  have  been  ac- 
complished, and  a  vast  improvement  in  the  political  conditicm 
of  the  country  effected.  The  defendant  entered  upon  the  land 
in  dispute  after  the  second  revolution  was  terminated,  and  after 
the  burden  and  heat  of  the  contest  were  over.  He  entered 
without  a  color  of  title.  Neither  the  State  of  Coahuila  and 
Texas,  nor  the  Republic  of  Texas,  nor  the  State  of  Texas,  has 
taken  measures  to  cancel  this  grant,  nor  have  thev  conferred 
on  the  defendant  any  commission  to  vindicate  them  m>m  wrong. 
He  is  a  volunteer. 

The  doctrines  of  this  court  do  not  favor  such  a  litigant. 

The  remaining  questions  presented  by  the  bill  of  exceptions 
relate  to  the  power  of  attorney  from  La  Vega  to  Williams, 
under  which  a  conveyance  to  Menard  and  Williams,  in  trust 
for  Mrs.  St.  John,  of  Connecticut,  was  made  in  1840. 

The  paper  produced  was  the  testimonio  of  an  authentic  act 
passed  oefore  the  regidor  of  the  illustrious  Ayuntamiento  of 
the  cit^  of  LeonaVicario,  and  second  alcalde  in  turn  in  it  and 
its  iunsdiction,  who,  by  reason  of  the  sickness  of  the  first  al- 
calae,  &c.,  and  bears  date  in  1882.  The  donee  of  this  power 
located  the  land  for  La  Vega,  and  solicited  the  final  title  in 
1883,  and  conveyed  the  land  in  1840.  Its  authenticity  has 
never  been  questioned  by  La  Vega,  so  far  as  is  shown  by  the 
record. 

The  reridor  is  an  officer  known  to  the  Spanish  law,  and  to 
the  le^^sbtion  of  Coahuila  and  Texas,  (1  Tapia  Freb.,  p.  187, 
■ee.  10;  Decrees  124,  sec.  6;  262,  sec.  11;  Laws  0.  and  T.; 
YOL.  zz.  18 
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Edwards  v.  James,  7  Tex.,  888,)  and  was  authorized  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  recited  in  the  act.  Evidence  was  adduced 
to  the  handwriting  of  the  regidor  and  the  assisting  witnesses; 
besides,  proof  was  made  that  two  of  them  were  dead,  and  the 
other,  beyond  the  limits  of  the  United  States.  Considered  as 
the  act  of  a  foreign  o£Scer,  without  the  supnort  of  this  proof, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas,  in  Paschal  v.  !rerez,  7  Tex.,  848, 
say :  <^  Its  admissibility  and  effect  is  hj  no  means  a  settled  ques- 
tion at  conmion  law,  and  on  the  principles  of  international  ju- 
risprudence. Whether  the  rules  of  evidence  of  the  forum  are 
to  De  exclusively  observed,  or  whether  those  of  a  foreign  coun- 
try are  to  have  weight,  was  considered  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  as 
an  embarrassing  question,  and  which  was  not  settled.  (Story's 
Conf.  Laws,  634.)  But  the  court  in  that  case,  and  in  the  case 
of  De  Leon  v.  White,  9  Tex.,  699,  decide  that  atestimonio  is  suf- 
ficiently established  by  evidence  of  the  handwriting  of  the  offi- 
cer, and  the  assisting  witnesses.  (8  Tex,,  210.)  The  convey- 
ance to  the  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  St.  John,  an  alien, 
was  not  invalid,  nor  can  the  conveyance  be  impeached  by  this 
party,  or  in  this  mode  of  proceeding. 

Tne  averment  in  the  petition  of  the  citizenship  of  the  parties 
corresponds  to  the  form  commonly  used  in  the  District  Court 
of  Texas,  and  which  has  never  been  questioned  in  the  various 
causes  which  have  heretofore  been  before  this  court  from  that 
district. 

We  think  that  the  allegation  is  sufiiciently  specific. 

Judgment  afiirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  DAKIEL  dissenting. 

I  find  myself  constrained  to  differ  with  my  brethren  as  to  the 
views  they  have  taken  of  this  case — ^views  more  accurate,  per- 
haps, than  my  own;  yet  differing  so  materially  from  my  ap 
prehension  of  the  law  of  the  case  as  to  impose,  according  to 
that  apprehension,  the  duty  of  endeavoring  to  explain  what  by 
me  is  deemed  its  true  aspect. 

The  difficulties  and  irregularities  incident  to  the  removal  or  to 
the  modification  of  pre-existing  institutions  by  the  introduction 
and  superior  control  of  systems  really  or  seemingly  incompat- 
ible with  the  former,  must  necessarily  involve  the  hazard  of 
error,  and  impress  therefore  the  propriety  of  great  caution  with 
respect  to  innovations  to  be  adopted. 

Wherever  the  obligation  exists  to  harmonize  portions  of  the 
previous  system  with  the  creation  and  the  exigencies  of  a  new 
regime,  the  safest,  indeed  the  only  safe  guide,  must  be  found 
in  the  adherence  to  enlightened  and  generally-admitted  prin- 
ciples as  a  guaranty  for  the  rights  and  duties  deducible  uotfa 
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from  the  past  and  from  sapervening  institutioDS.  In  following 
such  a  Kuide,  I  am  conducted  to  conclusions  differing  from  those 
which  nave  been  reached  by  tiie  majority  of  this  court  in  thift 
case. 

Conceding  in  its  utmost  extent  a  power  in  the  colonial  Gov- 
ernor or  political  head  of  Texas  to  make  grants  of  land;  conce* 
ding,  too,  for  argument's  sake,  an  entire  exemption  in  the 
plaintiff  below  from  all  obligation  to  produce  the  original  of  a 
grant  made  by  the  competent  officer ;  admitting,  also,  the  suffi- 
ciency of  a  copy  from  the  record,  still  I  hold  that  a  copy,  in 
order  to  become  evidence,  must  purport  upon  its  face  to  be  a 
full  and  perfect  copy,  and  must  be  verified  by  some  competent 
person.  The  grant,  or  the  paper  claimed  to  be  a  grant  in  this 
case,  is  defective  upon  its  face.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  with- 
out date,  and  consequently  can  be  identified  or  coincident  as 
to  time  with  no  document  in  this  cause ;  it  is  not  signed  by  any 

Eerson  whomsoever,  in  the  name  or  character  of  Governor,  nor 
y  a  deputy,  nor  by  a  person  professing  to  be  clothed  with  au- 
thority to  sign  such  an  instrument.  Li  its  structure,  it  com- 
mences by  speaking  in  the  JirstpersoTiy  as  if  by  the  maker  of 
the  grant,  but  breaks  off  before  reaching  the  conclusion,  and 
is  incorporated  or  converted  into  a  certificate,  dated  June  13th, 
1839,  by  Santiago  del  Vallee,  signing  himself  a  Secretary, 
stating  that  so  far  as  he  has  given  this  dbcument,  it  is  a  true 
cop^.  This  certificate,  then,  is  a  confession,  m  termSj  that  the 
entire  act  of  the  Governor  is  not  given,  but  that  the  document 
is  incomplete. 

The  rule  of  evidence  is,  with  regard  to  copies,  that  they  must 
be  complete^  and  must  be  properly  authenticated.  Records  are 
never  allowed  to  be  adduced  in  evidence,  unless  they  are  per- 
fect records.  It  is  never  permitted  to  garble  them,  nor  to  read 
parts  of  them,  or  extracts  from  them,  as  evidence.  Yet  here 
we  have  a  paper  introduced  as  a  recordy  as  the  act  of  the  Gov- 
ernor, when  the  proof  relied  on  to  sustain  it  conclusively  shows 
that  the  record,  if  it  be  one,  is  incomplete ;  that  it  in  fact  is 
falsified  by  itself;  and  the  act  of  the  Governor,  if  it  be  his  act, 
is  not  permitted  to  speak  for  itself;  but  an  attempt  is  made  to 
establish  that  act  by  a  wholly  distinct  and  independent  decla- 
ration, by  a  person  styling  himself  a  Secretary. 

Every  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  so  far  as  it  is  made 
to  rest  upon  this  alleged  grant,  or  on  the  verity  of  the  copy, 
must  fail. 

This  defect  in  the  evidence  appears  to  have  been  perceived, 
and  its  force  felt ;  and  hence,  perhaps,  the  effort  at  the  removal  or 
remedy  thereof,  by  the  introduction  of  a  petition  bearing  date 
on  tlie  2d  of  May,  1832,  signed  by  Joseph  Maria  Aguirre,  on 
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behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  parties  to  the  former  petition^ 
in  which  it  is  recited  that  the  Government  had  conceded  to 
himself  and  his  associates  on  sale  on  certain  conditions,  on  the 
14th  of  Jane,  1830,  the  leagues  of  land  now  asked  for  in  this 
renewed  petition,  (no  quantity  or  number  being  set  forth,)  and 
then  further  states,  that  the  conditions  on  which  the  concession 
here  spoken  of  having  been  removed  or  fulfilled,  it  prays  that 
the  proper  officers  may  be  appointed  to  survey  the  lands,  and 
to  put  the  petitioners  in  possession.  Following  this  petition, 
is  an  order  or  decree  of  the  same  date  with  the  petition,  and 
signed  Letona,  not  styling  himself  Governor,  nor  assuming  any 
official  designation ;  but  the  order  is  certified  by  Santiago  del 
Yallee  as  being  a  copy  from  the  archives  in  his  charge,  and 
stating  that  he  had  been  commanded  to  take  this  copy  from 
the  archives  by  the  disposition  of  the  most  excellent  Gov- 
ernor. 

Upon  a  recurrence  to  this  petition  of  the  2d  of  May,  1882, 
signed  Jose  Maria  de  Aguirre,  and  to  the  decree  or  order  of  the 
same  date,  it  will  be  perceived  that  neither  of  these  papers  con- 
tains any  description  or  quantity  of  land.  The  petition  has  refer 
ence  to  an  alleged  ^rant  as  made  on  the  14th  of  June,  1880. 
(nowhere  shown ;)  the  order  or  decree  refers  to  some  act  or  pro- 
ceeding of  the  political  chief  of  the  Department  of  Bexar,  ^no- 
where exhibited  on  this  record,)  of  the  2d  of  June,  1880,  which, 
of  course,  cannot  be  identified  with  the  alleged  concession  of 
a  different  date,  viz :  of  the  14th  of  June ;  and  the  prayer  of 
this  petition  of  Aguirre  and  the  order  of  Letona  can  by  no 
correct  induction  be  received  as  curing  the  defects  in  the  first 
alleged  grant,  or  as  supplying  the  absence  of  date  and  of  sig- 
nature, by  any  official,  of  any  denomination  or  of  any  grade  of 
power  whatsoever. 

But  it  has  been  supposed  that  these  material  defects  have 
been  remedied  by  the  act  of  Lesassier,  purporting  to  put  the 
parties,  or  rather  La  Vega,  one  of  them,  into  possession.  To 
this  suggestion  it  may  be  replied,  in  possession  of  what?  It 
surely  cannot  be  pretended  that  Lesassier  had  any  rightful 
authority  to  create  or  to  originate  or  to  authenticate  a  grant 
He  could  not  determine  the  rights  of  claimants,  nor  decide  upon 
the  extent  of  concessions  made  by  the  Government.  He  had 
no  judicial  or  discretionary  powers  touching  these  matters;  he 
was  merelv  a  ministerial  and  subordinate  agent,  to  execute  the 
orders  of  nis  superiors;  and  accordingly  it  is  seen  that  in  his 
account  of  his  proceeding  he  has  constant  reference  to  the 
orders  and  decrees,  recognising  these  as  the  only  authority  for 
his  acting  at  all.  His  acts  could  have  no  eftect  whatever,  either 
to  confirm  or  to  invalidate  those  orders  or  decrees,  and  of  count 
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4X>tild  not  supply  any  defect  or  insufficiency  in  their  provisions, 
o?  in  the  authentication  of  them. 

Tliis  paper,  purporting  to  be  the  act  of  Lesassier,  is  in  itself 
defective  as  to  the  proof  of  its  verity;  for  it  is  not  introduced 
as  a  copy  from  a  record,  nor  established  upon  proof  of  the  sig 
nature  thereto ;  nor  upon  the  testimony  of  the  assisting  wit- 
nesses at  its  execution ;  nor  is  the  absence  of  those  witnesses 
accounted  for. 

In  the  next  place,  with  respect  to  the  deduction  of  title  from 
La  Veffa,  to  whom  it  is  said  a  ^rant  was  made  by  the  Govern- 
ment, by  the  decrees  just  exammed.  The  first  step  in  the  de- 
raignment  of  this  title  is  the  paper  styled  the  power  of  attorney 
from  La  Vega  to  Williams,  dated  May  5th,  1832.  The  authen- 
ticity of  this  paper  rests  upon  no  foundation  of  legitimate  evi- 
dence. It  cannot  be  considered  as  possessing  the  dignity  and 
verity  of  a  record,  nor  of  a  copy  from  a  record.  It  is  not  shown 
that  the  laws  of  Texas  required  it  to  be  recorded;  and  without 
such  a  requisition  it  could  not  be  made  in  legal  acceptation  a 
record,  by  the  mere  will  or  act  of  a  private  person.  This  paper 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  placed  on  record,  and  if  in  truth 
it  had  been  recorded  in  a  proper  legal  sense,  still  there  is  no 
(;opy  said  to  have  been  taken  from  a  record,  or  certified  by  any 
legal  custodian  of  the  record  or  of  the  original  document.  This 
paper  is  signed  by  Juan  Gonzales,  who  certifies  that  it  was 
copied,  not  from  the  pMic  archives^  but  from  the  original^  with 
which  he  says  that  it  agrees.  This  certificate  is  an  assertion 
that  the  document  certified  was  not  copied  from  a  record — ^that 
it  is  not  the  original,  and  that  the  certificate  was  not  and  did 
not  purport  to  M  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  original.  Where, 
then,  is  found  proof  of  this  instrument,  with  respect  either  to 
its  dignity  as  a  record,  as  a  copy  from  a  record,  or  as  to  the 
truth  of  its  execution  by  the  parties  thereto?  It  has  been  seen, 
^en,  that  this  document  is  neither  a  record  nor  a  copy  from  a 
record.  The  language  of  the  instrument  and  that  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  Gonzales  alike  contradict  any  such  conclusion ;  the 
certificate  declares  it  to  be  a  copy  or  a  private  paper,  and 
nothing  more.  The  next  inquiry  pertinent  to  this  alleged 
power  IS  as  to  any  authority  in  Gonzales  to  certify  copies  of 
records,  and  still  more  to  certify  copies  of  private  papers  in  the 
possession  of  parties — ^papers,  the  execution  of  which  he  did 
not  see — and  by  such  certificate  to  conclude  or  prevent  all 
inquiry  into  Xh^faei  of  their  execution,  or  of  the  hcmifdes  with 
which  they  may  have  been  prepared.  Here  there  is  no  pretence 
to  proof  ox  execution  of  the  alleged  power.  The  instrumentary  urit- 
nesseSy  as  they  are  termed,  the  witnesses  present  at  the  execu- 
tion of  the  instrument,  (and  in  this  instance  there  appear  to 
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liave  been  three,)  were  not  called,  nor  was  any  reason  assigned 
for  their  absence ;  they  seem  not  to  have  been  even  thought 
of;  and  with  respect  to  those  who  are  called  the  assistant  wit- 
nesses— ^the  witnesses  to  the  certificate  of  Gonzales — although 
it  is  sworn  by  Hewetson  that  one  of  these  witnesses  was  dead, 
and  the  other,  J.  M.  Morel,  resided  in  Mexico,  no  effort  by 
commission  or  otherwise  was  made  to  procure  his  testimony,  nor 
was  there  proof  of  the  impracticability  of  procuring  it.  The 
irregularities  connected  with  this  alleged  power  of  attorney 
seem  to  me  too  glaring,  and  too  obviously  liable  to  gross  abuse, 
and  tend  too  strongly  to  injury  to  the  rights  of  property,  to  be 
tolerated  in  courts  governed  by  correct  and  safe  rules  of  evi- 
dence. 

The  objections  urged  by  the  defendant  below  to  the  legality 
of  the  documents  above  commented  upon,  and  to  their  rele- 
vancy to  the  issue  between  the  parties,  appear  to  have  been 
substantially  and  sufficiently  reserved  in  the  fourth  and  fifth 
bills  of  exception  by  the  defendant,  and  satisfy  me  that  those 
documents  should  have  been  ruled  out  of  the  cause. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  was  error  in  the  instruction  of  the 
court  to  the  jurv,  that  there  was  no  fraud  in  the  transactions 
by  which  the  alleged  title  to  the  land  in  controversy  had  been 
obtained  or  transmitted  to  the  plaintiff. 

In  this  action,  the  plaintiff  could  succeed  or  should  have 
succeeded  in  virtue  of  a  legal,  valid,  perfect  title,  and  none 
other  adverse  possession,  with  claim  of  ri^ht,  was  title  until  a 
clear,  fair,  honest,  legal,  paramount  title  in  the  plaintiff  was 
shown.  If,  therefore,  the  documents  upon  which  the  claim  of 
the  plaintiff  was  based  should  have  been  found  to  carry  with 
them,  either  upon  their  face  or  in  the  manner  of  their  procure- 
ment,  any  of  the  badges  of  fraud,  tiiis  would  have  been  a  suffi- 
cient objection  to  their  validity.  A  blemish,  or  a  defect,  or 
an  infirmity,  in  that  necessarily  fair  and  legal  title,  by  which  the 
possession  of  the  defendant,  presumed  legal  as  against  all  but 
the  true  and  rightfiil  claimant,  could  be  displaced,  would  be 
fatal.  What  were  the  circumstances  attending  the  fabrication 
or  procuring  of  the  documents  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  or  the 
manner  in  which  they  were  transmitted  to  him,  were,  it  seems 
to  me,  subjects  exclusively  appropriate  to  the  consideration 
of  the  jury.  The  inquiry  in  this  case  was  not  one  arising 
solely  upon  the  construction  of  written  instruments;  it  em- 
braced also  the  conduct  of  agents  alleged  to  have  been  the 
makers  of  those  instruments ;  the  discharge  of  these  duties  m 
the  exercise  of  powers  ascribed  to  them ;  and  the  honesty  and 
ood  faith  of  those  professing  to  have  dealt  with  them,  and  to 
ave  derived  and  to  have  transmitted  rights  founded  upop 
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those  transactions.  These  considerations,  in  connection  with 
the  incongruities  as  to  dates,  and  the  apparent  deviations  from 
regular  omcial  proceedings,  and  in  the  conduct  of  those  through 
whom  the  title  is  traced  by  the  plaintiff*,  from  what  is  usual, 
appear  to  be  inseparable  from  the  inquiry  of  fraud  in  fact  and 
in  intent,  and  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  from 
whom  they  were  withdrawn  by  the  instruction  of  the  court. 

It  is  unquestionably  true,  that  in  courts  whose  proceedings 
are  regulated  by  the  rules  of  pleading  at  the  common  law,  mat^ 
ter  in  ahatement  is  not  allowed  to  be  pleaded  after  pleading  in 
haVy  unless,  indeed,  the  matter  tendered  in  abatement  shall  have 
arisen,  or  shall  have  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  pleader, 
puis  darrein  coniimiance ;  and  when  such  matter  is  allowed  in 
defence,  all  that  has  been  previously  relied  on  in  bar  is  con- 
sidered as  relinquished.  Such,  however,  has  been  represented 
as  not  having  been  the  rule  adopted  in  Texas.  There  it  has 
been  said  that  a  defendant  may  plead  both  in  bar  and  in  abate* 
ment.  In  this  case,  the  matter  tendered  was  accompanied  h^ 
an  affidavit  of  its  discovery  since  the  issue  in  bar;  but  no  evi- 
dence appears  upon  the  record  of  an  offer  to  withdraw  the  lat- 
ter;  nor  am  I  aware  of  the  necessity  of  a  formal  proffer  to  that 
effect.  The  matter  tendered  in  abatement  should,  if  materia), 
be  admitted;  and  where  so  admitted,  the  matter  previously 
relied  on  in  bar  is  by  legal  consequence,  and  without  any  ne- 
cessity for  an  express  order  upon  the  defendant,  thereby  waived. 
It  is  true  that  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court  rejecting  this 
plea  is  not  matter  for  reversal  here,  but  the  consent  or  acqui- 
escence of  the  party  in  sheltering  himself  under  an  artificial 
rule,  in  a  controversy  in  which  was  impugned  the  good  faith 
of  that  pai*ty,  is  matter  for  re^et,  at  least,  and  cannot  be  alto* 
gether  indifferent  in  an  inquiry  seeking  an  examination  into 
flie  fairness  of  the  transactions  involved.  The  removal  of  this 
cause  from  one  portion  of  the  district  of  Texas  to  another,  in 
neither  of  which  the  district  judge,  upon  the  facts  conceded  aa 
known  to  him,  was  competent  to  take  cognizance  of  it,  we  are 
told  may  be  presumed  to  have  taken  place  hy  consent  Upon 
what  fact  such  a  consent  can  be  inferred,  this  record  does  not 
disclose;  and  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  any  reason  existing  with 
the  defendant  below  for  such  consent.  There  are  presumptions, 
however,  connected  with  this  removal  within  the  district,  from 
which  there  can  be  no  escape. 

First.  It  must  be  presumed  that  the  district  judge  was 
cognizant  ab  initio  of  nis  acknowledged  interest  in  the  subject 
in  controversy. 

Secondly,  it  must  be  presumed  that  he  was  also  cognizant 
of  his  absolute  disqualification,  by  reason  of  that  interest,  from 
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making  any  decision  or  holding  any  plea  in  the  cause ;  and 
that  the  removal  of  it  from  one  pomt  to  another  within  the 
district  was  an  useless  as  it  was  an  irregular  and  illegal  act. 

Thirdly.  It  must  be  presumed,  that  knowing  himself  to  be 
thus  disqualified,  he  could  have  no  legitimate  power  to  retain 
the  cause  under  his  own  control  for  several  years ;  that  such  a 
retention  might  be  oppressive  as  it  was  illegal ;  and  that  hie 
only  power  was  that  which  the  law  imposed  upon  him  as  a 
duty,  the  power  of  an  immediate  removal  of  the  cause,  upon 
its  institution,  to  a  tribunal  exempt  from  disqualifications  which 
he  knew  existed  wuth  reference  to  himself.  It  may  truly  be 
thought  to  have  been  a  mistaken  and  unfortunate  course  in 
those  to  whom  the  interests  of  the  district  jud^e  were  confided, 
that  they  did  not  seek,  nay,  challenge  and  insist  upon  investi 
gation,  rather  than  exclude  it  under  the  stress  of  a  formula  in 
pleading,  the  application  of  which  was  of  doubtful  propriety,  if 
not  irregular  in  this  case.  By  a  different  proceeding,  they 
might  have  met  directly  charges  openly  alleged,  and  might 
have  removed  implications,  to  which  the  suppression  of  inquiry 
mav  have  imparted  a  semblance  of  truth. 

Upon  the  considerations  hereinabove  stated,  and  with  a  view 
to  the  more  thorough  investigation  as  to  the  law  and  the  &cts 
of  this  cause  than  the  record  before  us  has  disclosed,  it  Ib  my 
opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  should  be 
reversed,  and  this  cause  remanded  to  that  court  for  a  new 
trial  to  be  had  therein. 
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Garcia  Lafon  db  Tabnbva,  bt  al.  AppBLLAirtBy  v.  Rafabl 
Qabcia  Cavazos  and  wifb,  bt  al. 

A  nile  laid  upon  the  district  Jadge  of  the  State  of  Texas,  to  show  eame  why  a 
mandamiu  should  not  be  issoed  for  him  to  allow  an  a^eal  im  a  oertaiB  case: 
bnt  opon  an  azamination  of  the  case,  the  mandamus  refused. 

On  motion  for  a  rule  on  the  Hon.  John  C.  Watrous,  jud^ 
of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern  dia- 
trict  of  Texas,  to  show  cause,  &;c. 

Mr.  BejyamirL  of  counsel  for  the  said  Jacob  Mussina  and 
Angela  Garcia  Lafon  de  Tameva,  appellants  as  aforesaid,  and 
two  of  the  defendants  in  the  above-entitled  cause,  moved  the 
court  for  a  rule  on  the  Hon.  John  C.  Watrous,  judge  of  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of 
Texas,  requiring  him  to  show  cause,  on  the  first  Monday  of 
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February  next,  why  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  should 
not  issue,  directing  him  to  allow  the  appeal  of  the  said  defend- 
ants ft'om  the  final  decree  rendered  against  them  in  the  above- 
entitled  cause,  and  to  grant  all  such  legal  orders  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  said  defendants  to  bring  said  appeal  regu- 
larly before  this  court.  On  consideration  whereof,  it  is  now 
here  ordered  by  the  court  that  a  rule  on  the  Hon.  John  G. 
Watrous,  judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Texas,  requiring  him  to  show  cause,  on 
the  first  Monday  of  February  next,  why  a  peremptory  writ  of 
mandamus  should  not  issue  for  the  purposes  above  stated,  be, 
and  the  same  is  hereby,  granted.  And  it  is  further  ordered, 
that  a  copy  of  this  rule  be  forthwith  served  on  the  said  dbtrict 
judge. 
JJecember  24,  1867. 

A  copy  of  this  rule  was  served  upon  Judge  Watrous,  when 
he  filed  the  following  answer: 

In  answer  to  a  rule  recently  made  by  this  court,  requirine 
me  to  show  cause  why  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  should 
not  be  issued,  commanding  me  to  allow  the  appeal  of  Jacob 
Mussina  and  Maria  Angela  Garcia  de  Tameva,  two  of  the 
defendants  in  a  cause  heretofore  mentioned,  in  the  District 
(Jourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Texas,  I  most 
respectfully  state  that  I  am  now  ready  to  allow  said  appeal, 
and  always  have  been.  That  I  have  never  been  disposed  to 
oj)pose  or  hinder  it.  Mv  desire  has  alwavs  been  that  my  de- 
cision in  the  case  should  be  revised  bv  this  honorable  court, 
where,  if  it  was  right,  it  would  be  aMrmed,  and  where  any 
error  into  which  I  may  have  fallen  will  be  at  once  detected  and 
reformed.  Some  time  before  the  15th  day  of  January,  1857, 
Mr.  Daniel  D.  Atchison,  of  Galveston,  stated  to  me  at  cham- 
bers that  he  wished  to  take  an  appeal  for  Mussina,  in  the  Ca- 
vazos  case.  I  asked  him  whether  the  time  limited  for  taking 
appeals  had  expired  or  not.  He  said  that  it  had  not.  I  then 
replied,  "  Mr.  Mussina  has  a  right  to  the  appeal,  and  I  will 

{jive  it  to  him,  as  a  matter  of  course.  Call  it  up  in  the  court- 
louse  at  any  time  when  the  opposing  counsel  is  present,  and 
I  will  fix  the  amount  of  the  bond  and  perfect  the  appeal."  It 
has  been  my  practice,  whenever  it  is  convenient,  to  hear  both 
sides  as  to  the  amount  of  the  bond.  The  opposing  counsel,  Mr. 
Hale,  resided  in  Galveston — his  oflice  is  but  a  very  short  dis- 
tance from  the  court-house.  The  court  at  the  time  of  the  ap- 
plication was  in  session,  and  Mr.  Hale  was  in  daily  attendance 
upon  it.  Notice  might  have  been  served  upon  him  verv  easil  v, 
at  %ny  time.    If  notice  had  been  served  upoa  him,  I  should 
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have  proceeded  without  his  presence  and  perfected  the  appeal* 
But  i  was  never  informed  that  Mr.  Hale  nad  notice  of  the  ap- 
plication. No  citations  were  ever  presented  to  me  for  signa- 
ture— no  bond  for  my  approval. 

I  have  no  recollection  that  the^application  was  ever  renewed 
to  me,  either  in  open  court  or  at  chambers.  The  conversation 
which  occurred  at  my  office,  between  Mr.  Atchison  and  my- 
self, as  above  stated,  is  the  only  one  of  which  I  have  any  re- 
membrance. I  do  not  say  that  the  appeal  was  never  brought 
to  my  notice  in  open  court,  but  I  do  say,  that  if  it  ever  wa«, 
I  do  not  remember  it. 

The  session  of  the  court  continued  for  several  weeks,  and  I 
believe  months,  after  the  application  of  Mr.  Atchison  was  made 
to  me.  Mr.  Hale  was  in  almost  constant  attendance  upon  the 
court  in  attention  to  his  business,  and  it  would  have  been  veiy 
easy  for  Mr.  Atchison  to  present  the  matter  to  the  court  when 
Mr.  Hale  was  present,  u  he  had  done  so,  I  should,  without 
the  least  hesitation,  have  proceeded  to  do  anvthing  necessary 
to  perfect  the  appeal.  If  he  had  stated  that  he  could  not  pro- 
cure the  attendance  of  Mr.  Hale,  or  could  not  wait  further  for 
his  attendance  without  injury  to  his  client,  I  should  have  pro- 
ceeded to  act  on  the  application  at  once.  The  intervention  of 
this  court  is  entirely  unnecessary,  as  I  am  ready  at  any  moment, 
when  requested,  to  proceed  to  approve  a  proper  and  sufficient 
appeal  bond,  and  to  sign  a  proper  citation ;  and  even  if  I  should 
not  be  satisfied  with  the  hond  which  might  be  presented  to 
me,  and  should  refuse  to  approve  it,  the  parties  affected  by 
such  refusal  could  at  once  obtain  their  appeal  from  any  of  the 
judges  of  this  court,  either  during  the  term  or  afterwards.  I 
submit,  therefore,  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

John  C,  Watboub. 

Washmgianj  Jan.  28, 1858. 

In  support  of  this  answer  I  be^  leave  to  refer  to  several  af- 
fidavits received  since  it  was  written,  and  which  accompany 
it  John  C.  WAxaous. 

February  1,  1868. 

District  Oourt  of  the  United  States,  Eastern  District  of  Texas^  ai 

QalvesUm, 

RAViiL  Garoia  Oatasob  n  al.  v.  Cbarlss  Stillmah  it  al.    In  Chanesry,  No.  41. 

I,  Joseph  E.  Love,  deputy  clerk  of  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Texas,  at  Qalves- 
ton,  make  oath  and  say:  That,  on  the  13th  day  of  January, 
A.  D.  1857,  Daniel  D.  Atchison,  Esq.,  brought  into  the  derlri 
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office  of  said  court  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  petition  of  Jacob 
Mussina  and  otbers,  to  join  in  an  appeal  theretofore  taken  in 
the  above-entitled  cause.  Affiant  believes  that  this  was  in 
the  afternoon  of  said  day,  and  the  endorsement  of  filing 
made  on  that  day  is  in  my  handwriting.  I  was  present 
when  the  petition  was  presented  to  Judge  Watrous  bv  Mr. 
Atchison.  His  honor  asked  him  if  the  five  years  allowed 
by  law  for  taking  an  appeal  had  expired?  Mr.  Atchison 
replied,  "No."  Judge  Watrous  then  replied,  as  near  as 
I  can  remember,  in  these  words:  "Certainly,  sir,  I  will 
grant  your  request,  and  any  day  you  will  get  the  opposing 
counsel  and  come  to  me,  I  will  nx  the  bond  and  perfect  the 
appeal."  It  was  my  duty  to  be  in  court  whilst  it  was  in  ses- 
sion, and  I  was  there  during  the  greater  part  of  the  time.  F. 
J.  Parker  officiated  in  the  absence  of  the  clerk  and  myself. 
To  the  best  of  my  remembrance  and  belief,  no  application  for 
appeal  in  said  cause  was  made  in  open  court,  from  the  18th  to 
the  16th  of  January,  inclusive.  I  believe  I  was  in  court,  on 
those  days,  all  the  time  it  was  in  session.  .J.  E.  Loyb. 

United  States  District  Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Texas. 

Oayazos  bt  al.  V,  Stillman  ST  AL.    In  Ohancerjff  No.  41. 

I,  James  Love,  clerk  of  the  United  States  District  Court, 
sitting  at  Galveston,  state,  on  oath,  that  it  appears  from  the 
minutes  of  the  court  now  before  me,  entered  in  my  own  hand- 
writing, that  I  was  in  court  from  the  13th  to  the  20th  January, 
1857,  inclusive;  that  during  that  time,  whilst  I  was  in  court, 
to  the  best  of  my  recollection  and-  belief,  no  application  was 
made,  in  open  court,  by  D.  D.  Atchison,  or  any  other,  tor  ap- 
peal in  the  above  cause,  on  any  of  those  days.  I  further  state, 
that  I  was  not  in  court  all  the  time  of  its  session  on  the  days 
named,  but  was  never  absent  without  leaving  one  or  both  of 
my  deputies,  F.  J.  Parker  and  Joseph  E.  Love,  with  strict  in- 
junctions that  one  of  them  should  always  be  at  the  clerk's 
table.  The  court  opened  at  10  A.  M.,  at  2  P.  M.,  with  an 
uniformity  I  have  not  seen  equalled.  I  usually  left  court  be- 
tween 11  and  12  o'clock.  James  Lovb. 

In  the  United  States  District  Churtfor  the  Eastern  District  of  Texas. 

Gatazos  it  al.  V,  Stillmah  bt  al.    In  Chancery ^  No.  41. 

I,  F.  J.  Parker,  state,  on  oath,  that  I  was  present  at  the 
January  term  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  east- 
ern district  of  Texas,  sitting  at  Galveston,  on  each  of  the  days 
from  the  13th  to  the  16th  of  January,  1857,  inclusive ;  that  during 
(hat  time  no  application  was  made  in  open  court  from  any 
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source,  for  an  appeal  in  said  chanoery  caase,  No.  41,  or  for  any 
other  action  relating  to  the  same,  while  I  was  present  in  court 
I  further  state  that,  at  the  said  term  of  said  court,  I  was  acting 
as  deputy  clerk  of  the  same  for  James  Love,  the  clerk  of  the 
court,  at  Galveston,  and  that  it  was  my  custom  always  to  be 

E resent  during  the  absence  of  the  said  James  Love,  or  J.  E. 
lOve,  his  deputy;  and  that,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  I 
was  never  absent  from  court  when  one  or  the  other  of  the  said 
gentlemen  were  not  present.  F.  J.  Pabkbb* 

fit  the  UnUed  SkUa  District  Cburiy  JSkuiem  District  iff  Tezaa^ 

Ghdvestaru 

Catakm  it  al.  9.  BnuMAX  IT  AL.    OktmetT^j  No.  41 

I,  J.  A.  H.  Cleveland^  state,  on  oath,  that  I  am  deputy  mar 
shal,  and  have  been  since  the  appointment  of  Ben.  McCuUoch 
as  marshal  of  the  district  of  Texas,  in  1858 ;  and  that,  as  such 
deputy  marshal,  it  Is  my  duty  and  my  business  to  be  present 
each  day  when  the  court  is  in  session,  and  I  can  safely  say  that, 
to  the  best  of 'my  knowledge,  I  have  never  been  absent  a  day 
when  it  was  my  duty  to  be  present  in  court 

I  attended  regularlv  the  January  term,  1857,  every  day,  and 
I  never  saw  nor  heard  of  any  petition  for  an  appeal  in  the  above 
case  until  I  received,  a  few  days  ago,  from  Mr.  Hale,  a  docu- 
ment, the  affidavit  of  Mussina  for  mandamus,  which  was  copy, 
as  he  wrote  me,  filed  by  Mussina  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  and  which  said  copy  of  affidavit  he,  the  said 
Bbtle,  wrote  me  to  hand  to  Judge  W  atrous. 

I  am  positively  certain  that  the  attorney  for  Mussina  did 
not  at  any  time  during  the  January  term,  1857,  present  or 
rf»d  any  such  paper  in  open  court.  From  the  fact  that  this 
eaae  was  an  important  one,  and  much  clamor  raised  against 
Judge  Watrous  about  it,  I  have  been  particular  in  noticing  all 
the  action  taken  by  counsel  in  court  in  relation  thereto,  and 
thus  the  reason  why  I  am  so  positively  certain  as  to  the  state- 
ment above  made.  J.  A  H.  Cleveland. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this  fourteenth  day  of 
January,  1858.  F.  J.  Parker,  27.  S.  Oomrnissioner. 

Vmied  States  District  Qmrifor  the  District  of  Texas. 

OxTAXOS  IT  IX.  9.  Stilliuh  bt  il.    In  Chancery f  No,  41. 

I,  Joeeph  E.  Love,  deputy  clerk  of  the  United  States  Dia- 
trict  Court  for  the  eastern  district  of  Texas,  do,  upon  oath, 
depoee  and  say,  in  addition  to  my  affidavit  of  this  date,  previ* 
wuHj  made  and  sworn  to  before  F.  J.  Parker,  commissioner,  tto.! 
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9t  the  request  of  Ebenezer  Allen,  of  coansel  for  the  plaintiffi 
in  the  aboye-entitled  and  numbered  cause,  that  I  have  this  day 
careftilly  examined  the  minutes  of  the  court  for  the  entire 
month  of  January,  1857,  and  find  that  they  contain  no  entry 
whatsoever  in  the  said  cause,  of  or  relating  to  any  proceeding 
had  therein,  either  upon  the  said  petition  of  appeal  mentionea 
in  the  affidavit  of  Simon  Mussina,  filed  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  at  the  December  term  thereof,  1867,  (as 
appears  by  a  copy  of  said  affidavit,  duly  certified  by  William 
Thomas  Carroll,  clerk  of  said  court,  which  I  have  read,)  or 
upon  any  other  matter  whatsoever  pertaining  to  said  cause. 
And^  I  further  say,  that  if  any  action  had  been  taken  or  pro- 
ceeding had  in  said  cause,  in  open  court,  upon  said  petition, 
or  toucning  the  matter  thereof  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  the 
same  would  have  been  entered  at  the  time,  and  would  now 
appear  upon  the  said  minutes.  J.  E.  Lovs. 

Sworn  to  and  subscribed  before  me,  this  fourteenth  day  of 
January,  A-  D.  1868.  F.  J.  Paeker, 

U.  SL  Commissioner  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Texas. 

District  of  Texas. 

RAri.lL  Oaeou  Oatamm  it  al.  v.  Ohablbs  Stillm ah  it  al.    In  Okamotrf^  •!  0a^ 

vttton. 

I,  John  S.  Jones,  make  oath  and  sav,  that  I  was  crier  of  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  K>r  the  eastern  district  of 
Texas,  at  Galveston,  during  the  January  term,  1857,  of  said 
court;  that  during  the  most  of  the  time  said  suit  was  pending 
in  said  court,  I  was  deputy  clerk  thereof,  and  was  familiar  wim 
said  cause,  and  that  but  little  transpired  in  the  progress  of  said 
cause,  of  any  importance,  with  which  I  was  not  familiar. 

I  further  say  that  said  cause  was  one  of  deep  and  exciting 
interest,  and  that  circumstances  attending  said  cause  drawing 
attention  especially  thereto. 

And  I  further  say,  that  from  the  1st  to  the  16th  of  January, 
1867,  I  was  but  rarely  absent  from  said  court  during  its  ses- 
sions, and  that  I  have  no  recollection  of  any  application  having 
^een  made  in  open  court,  during  the  time  aforesaid,  for  an  ap- 

Ecal  in  said  cause,  nor  do  I  believe  that  such  application  could 
ave  been  made  and  refused  by  the  court  without  my  knowl- 
edge. I  further  say,  that  I  am  personally  acquainted  with  some 
of  the  parties,  and  am  well  acquainted  with  almost  every  coun- 
sellor who  from  time  to  time  was  engaged  in  said  caoso. 

JOHJI  S.  Jovttk 
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Sworn  to  and  subscribed  before  me,  this  14tli  day  of  Jannaiy, 
A.  D.  1858.  F.  J.  Parker, 

U.  S.  Oommiasumer  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Texas. 

United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Texas — now  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Texas. 

Gayazos  bt  al.  v.  Stillman  it  al.    In  Chancery^  No,  41. 

On  motion  of  J.  P.  Beajamm^  of  counsel  for  Jacob  Mussina 
and  Angela  Garcia  Lafon  de  Tarneva,  two  of  the  defendants 
in  the  above-entitled  cause,  ordered  that  the  Hon.  John  0. 
Watrous,  judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Texas,  show  cause  on  the  first  Monday  of 
February  next  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue,  directing 
him  to  allow  the  appeal  of  said  defendants  from  the  fiual  decree 
rendered  against  them  in  the  above-entitled  cause,  and  to  ffrant 
all  such  legal  orders  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  said  de- 
fendants to  oring  said  appeal  regularly  before  this  court. 

Unikd  States  District  Cofwrtfor  the  District  of  Texas. 

Oatazob  it  al.  V,  Stillman  bt  al.    In  Chancery^  No.  41. 

Simon  Mussina,  being  duly  sworn,  deposeth  that  he  is  the 
a^ent  of  Patrick  C.  Shannon,  Jacob  Mussina,  and  Angela  Gar 
cia  Lafon  de  Tarneva,  three  of  the  defendants  in  the  above- 
entitled  cause,  and  is  intrusted  by  them  with  the  care  and  pro- 
tection of  their  interests  in  said  suit;  that  said  suit  was  insti- 
tuted in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  having  and 
exercising  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  of  a  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Texas,  on  the  12th  day  of  Jan- 
nary,  1849,  and  that  a  final  decree  was  rendered  in  said  cause, 
a^inst  said  three  defendants  and  other  co-defendants,  by  the 
Hon.  John  C.  Watrous,  judge  of  said  court,  on  the  15th  day 
of  January,  1852,  and  that  an  appeal  was  taken  from  said  final 
decree  by  said  Shannon  on  the  80th  July,  1856,  which  appeal 
is  now  pending  in  this  honorable  court;  that  at  the  last  term 
of  this  honorable  court,  to  wit,  in  the  month  of  December, 
1856,  this  affiant  retained  the  services  of  counsel  for  the  argu- 
ment of  said  cause  in  this  court  in  behalf  of  said  Shannon,  and 
that,  on  examination  of  the  record,  this  deponent  was  advised 
by  said  counsel  that  the  said  appeal  had  been  taken  irregularly, 
and  would  be  dismissed  for  this,  to  wit,  that  the  said  final  de- 
cree was  joint  against  the  several  defendants  in  said  suit,  and 
that  the  co-defendants  of  said  Shannon  had  not  joined  in  the 
appeal,  nor  been  notified  to  join ;  that  thereupon  this  deponent, 
being  desirous  to  perfect  said  appeal  in  behalf  of  said  Shannon, 
and  also  desirous  to  make  said  Jacob  Mussina  and  Angela 
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Tarne.  a  joint  appellants  with  him,  did,  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  five  years  from  the  date  of  said  final  decree,  to  wit,  in  the 
month  of  January  last,  (1857,)  and  several  days  before  the 
fifteenth  day  of  said  month,  cause  to  be  presented  to  the  said 
Judge  Watrous,  in  chambers,  a  petition  of  appeal  in  the  name 
and  behalf  of  said  Jacob  Mussina  and  Angela  Tarneva  from 
said  final  decree,  and  in  said  petition  prayed  for  a  citation  of 
all  parties  in  interest,  to  the  end  that  said  co-defendant,  Pat- 
rick C.  Shannon,  might  join  in  said  appeal,  and  that  all  the 
other  co-defendants  might  also  join  or  refuse  to  join  in  said 
appeal ;  and  said  petition  of  appeal  further  contained  an  ofier 
to  give  such  appeal  bond  as  might  be  required  by  said  Judge 
Watrous ;  as  the  whole  will  more  fully  appear  by  reference  to 
a  duly-certified  copy  of  said  petition  of  appeal,  hereunto  ap- 
pended as  part  of  the  affidavits,  marked  A. 

And  this  affiant  doth  further  depose,  that  the  said  honorable 
jud^e  declined  at  the  time  of  said  presentation  of  said  petition 
to  allow  said  appeal,  or  to  order  the  other  parties  in  interest  to 
be  cited,  or  to  fix  the  amount  of  or  approve  any  appeal  bond, 
but  declared  that  he  would  consider  the  subject,  and  report  his 
decision  to  the  attorney  who  signed  said  petition  of  appeal ; 
that  after  the  lapse  of  some  days,  without  any  decision  havine 
been  given  as  promised  by  saia  judee,  he  was  again  requested 
in  open  court,  and  prior  to  the  said  fifteenth  day  of  January 
last,  and  by  the  said  attorney  who  had  signed  said  petition  of 
appeal,  to  allow  said  appeal  and  grant  said  order  of  citation, 
and  approve  an  appeal  bond  as  aforesaid ;  but  said  Judge  Wat- 
rous again  declined  to  allow  said  appeal  or  grant  any  order  in 
the  premises,  saying  he  would  fix  the  amount  of  bond  to  b« 
given  by  petitioners  when  the  opposite  counsel  should  be  in 
court;  and  this  deponent  further  saith  that  the  said  John  C. 
Watrous,  judge  as  aforesaid,  hath  not  yet  allowed  said  appeal, 
but  declines  and  neglects  to  allow  the  same,  or  to  grant  anv 
order  for  citations  as  aforesaid,  or  to  approve  any  appeal  bono, 
80  that,  without  the  aid  and  interposition  of  this  honorable 
court,  the  said  Patrick  C.  Shannon,  Jacob  Mussina,  and  An- 
gela Garcia  Lafon  de  Tarneva,  are  utterly  without  remedy  in 
the  premises,  and  without  the  means  of  exercising  their  legal 
right  of  having  said  final  decree  examined  and  revised  on  ap> 
peal  in  this  honorable  court. 

Simon  Mubbiha. 

Sworn  and  subscribed  in  open  court 

Wm.  Thos.  Cabboll,  CUrk 
S^jipreme  Chwri  of  the  OhUed  SUUa 
December  24, 1867. 
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Oatazos  it  al.  0.  Stillxav  ws  al.    In  Ghancery^  No.  41. 

2b  the  Honorable  John  C.  WatrotiSy  Judge  of  the  Umtei  SUxies 
IXstrict  Oourifor  the  JDistrict  of  Texas. 

The  petition  of  Jacob  Mussina  and  Angela  Garcia  Lafon  de 
Tameva,  who  are  defendants  with  Patrick  0.  Shannon  in  the 
above-entitled  and  numbered  cause,  and  in  which  said  cause  a 
final  decree  was  rendered  in  this  court  on  the  15th  day  of  Jan- 
uaiy,  1862,  being  the  highest  court  in  which  a  decision  could  be 
haa ;  that  the  real  estate  disposed  of  by  said  decree,  and  the 
properly  there  set  forth,  was  of  more  than  two  thousand  dollars 
in  value ;  that  the  decision  and  decree  of  your  honorable  court, 
rendered  in  the  above-entitled  and  numbered  cause,  was  adverse 
to  the  right  title,  &;c.,  of  petitioners,  and  that  it  so  appears  of 
record;  tnat  said  Patrick  C.  Shannon,  the  co-defendant  of  peti- 
tioners, having  prayed  an  appeal  to  the  United  States  court  from 
the  decision  of  your  honor,  petitioners  referring  to  the  petition 
of  said  Shannon,  and  the  appeal  bond  filed  in  said  cause  by  the 
said  co-defendant,  now  comes  and  prays  your  honor  to  allow ' 
your  petitioners  to  join  and  unite  with  your  co-defendant  in 
said  appeal  from  the  decree  rendered  as  aforesaid  by  your  honor, 
and  that  all  parties  in  interest  be  cited,  &c.,  and  for  such  orders 
as  may  be  necessary  in  effecting  said  appeal ;  and  petitioners 
are  ready  to  tender  such  bond  for  costs,  sc,  as  may  be  required, 
&c.,  by  this  honorable  court.      Jacob  Mussina, 

Anobla  Lafon  db  Tarnbva, 

By  their  Attorney^  Daniel  D.  Atchison. 

UmJted  States  of  America^  Eastern  District  of  Texas, 
ly  James  Love,  clerk  of  the  District  Court  of  the  tTnited 
States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Texas,  certify  the  foregoing 
to  be  a  true  copy  of  the  original — ^purporting  to  be  a  petition 
for  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the 
case  No.  41  in  chancery,  wherein  Rafael  Garcia  Cavazos  and 
others  are  complainants,  and  Charles  Stillman  and  others  are 
defendants,  by  Jacob  Mussina  and  Angela  Garcia  Lafon  de 
Tarneva. 

{  '  '  \  Li  testimony  whereof  I  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affix 
•j  SEAL.  >  the  seal  of  said  court  at  the  city  of  Galveston,  this  eighth 
^  s-^w  ^  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1857.  Jambs  Lovb,  Clerk. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN*  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
A  motion  was  made  at  this  term  for  a  rule  on  the  district 
judge  of  Texas  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  be 
issued,  commanding  him  to  allow  an  appeal  in  the  above  caae. 
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This  rale  was  granted  on  the  affidavit  of  Simon  Muiaiaai  M 
agent  foi^a  part  of  the  defendants. 

In  his  answer  the  jndge  says,  ^^I  am  now  ready  to  allow  the 
ai4[)eal,  and  always  have  been ;  that  some  time  before  the  15th 
day  of  January,  1857,  Mr.  Daniel  Atchison,  of  Galveston, 
stated  to  him,  at  chambers,  that  he  wished  to  take  an  appeal 
for  Jacob  Mussina  in  the  above  case,  and  that  the  jadge  in- 
quired whether  the  time  limited  for  taking  appeals  had  expired, 
and  was  informed  it  had  not.  The  Judge  &en  replied,  *'  Mr. 
Mussina  has  a  right  to  an  appeal,  and  I  will  allow  it  as  a  mat- 
ter of  course,  when  the  opposing  counsel  shall  appear,  and  I  will 
fix  the  amount  of  the  bond."  fi  is  his  practice  to  allow  appeals 
in  the  presence  of  counsel.  Mr.  Hale,  the  counsel  for  tne  de- 
fendants, lives  in  Galveston,  near  to  the  place  where  the  court 
was  held,  and  was  daily  in  court.  "No  application  seems  to  have 
been  made  in  court  on  the  subject  of  the  appeal ;  no  citation  was 
presented  to  the  district  jud^e;  no  bond  ror  his  approval.  The 
conversation  with  Mr.  Atchison,  at  the  chambers  of  the  judge, 
respecting  the  appeal,  is  all  that  was  said  to  him  on  the  subject, 
[fit  were  mentioned  in  open  court,  he  has  no  recollection  of  it 

The  clerk  of  the  court,  the  deputy  clerk,  the  crier,  the  mar- 
shal of  the  United  States  and  his  deputy,  who  were  in  attend- 
ance on  the  court,  all  corroborate,  on  oath,  the  statement  of 
the  judge,  and  say  no  application  was  made  in  open  court  for 
the  appeal;  and  no  entry  on  the  docket  is  founa  of  such  an 
i^lication.  From  the  certified  copy  of  the  petition  for  an 
appeal,  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  filed,  or  that  an  entry 
of  it  was  made  on  the  docket. 

A  party  wishing  an  appeal  should  make  an  application  for 
its  allowance  in  open  court,  or  to  the  Judge  at  nis  chambers, 
and  should  name  his  securities.  And  the  bond  should  be  pre- 
pared for  the  approval  of  the  judge,  and  the  citation  for  his 
signature,  unless  the  appeal  was  prayed  in  open  court  and  en- 
tered upon  the  record.  It  appears  the  decree  in  question  was 
entered  jointly  against  several  defendants,  and  that  an  app«Ed 
Dy  Patrick  0.  Shannon  only,  who  was  one  of  the  defenaants, 
was  tiJcen.  Simon  Mussina,  on  whose  oath  the  rule  was  en- 
tered, was  agent  for  Jacob  Mussina,  Angela  Garcia  Lafon 
Tameva,  who  were  also  defendants,  and  he  desired  that  these 
persons  might  be  allowed  an  appeal,  and  also  the  other  de^ 
fendants,  so  as  to  remove  the  case  to  the  Supreme  Court  At 
this  time,  the  cause  was  pending  in  the  Supreme  Court,  on 
the  appeal  taken  by  Shannon.  That  ^>peal  was  irregular,  as 
less  wan  all  the  defendants  in  a  ynnt  decree  cannot  appeal; 
wiUiout  a  summons  and  severance  in  the  court  below.  AmA 
this  was  not  done  on  Shannon's  appeaL 
VOL.  XX.  19 


IW:  SUPREME  COURT. 

SiUby  et  al.  t.  FooU, 

The  regular  mode  of  proceeding  would  have  been  to  dismiss 
the  appeal  in  this  court,  praj  for  another  appeal  in  the  court 
below,  and  for  a  summons  and  severance,  so  that  the  defend- 
ants desirous  of  an  appeal  might  take  it,  without  the  concur- 
rance  of  those  defendants  who  were  opposed  to  it.  Had  the 
appeal  been  prayed  in  open  court,  and  entered  upon  the  record, 
the  judge  below  might  well  have  refused  it,  as  the  legal  steps 
for  its  allowance  were  not  taken.  Under  such  circumstancesi 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  act  in  the  presence  of  the  on* 
posing  counsel.  (O wings  et  al.  v.  Kincannon,  7  Peters,  899; 
Todd  et  al.  v.  Daniel,  16  Peters,  521.) 

Wbether  an  application  might  not  have  been  made  to  this 
court  to  correct  the  irregularity  of  the  appeal,  is  not  before  us 
under  the  rule  for  the  mandamus.    The  writ  is  refused. 
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Where  an  appeal  from  a  decree  is  taken  within  ten  days  from  the  rendition  of  th« 
decree,  it  is  in  time  to  operate  as  a  supersedeas;  and  so,  also,  if  taken  within  tea 
days  after  the  decree  is  settled  and  signed. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  northern  district  of  New  York,  sitting  as  a  court 
of  equity. 

There  were  two  cases  upon  the  docket^  with  precisely  the 
same  caption,  one  numbered  54,  and  the  other  106. 

The  case  in  qaestion  was  the  one  numbered  106,  which  it 
waa  moved  to  dismiss,  for  the  following  reasons : 

And  the  said  appellee  comes  into  court  at  the  December 
term  thereof,  1857,  and  moves  the  said  court  to  dismiss  the 
appeal  in  this  cause,  docketed  as  No.  106  at  the  said  term, 
upon  the  ground  that  there  had  been  previously  taken  by  the 
said  appellants  an  appeal  from  the  same  portions  of  the  decree 
made  below,  which  are  appealed  from  in  this  cause,  and  which 
prior  appeal  is  still  penuiug  and  undetermined  in  this  court; 
and  such  motion  will  be  made  upon  the  records  filed  in  this 
cause,  and  in  cause  No.  64  on  the  docket  for  December  term, 
1867.  R.  H.  GiLLBT, 

December  18, 1867.  0/  Qnmsdfar  AppdUe. 

Mr  GrilUfs  argument  was  as  follows: 

Foot  sued  Silsby  and  others  in  equity  in  the  Circuit  Court 
for  the  northern  district  of  New  York,  for  violating  his  patent 
A  final  decree  was  rendered  therein  on  the  28th  day  of  August^ 
1866.    On  the  4th  of  September  thereafter,  the  defendants,  by 
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Samoel  Blatchford,  their  solicitor,  petitioned  for  an  appea 
from  certain  portions  of  the  decree,  which  was  allowed  on  the 
6th  September,  by  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  being  within  ten  davs 
of  the  aate  of  the  decree.  Upon  this  appeal,  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  were  sent,  and  nave  been  printed,  and  the  case 
stands  as  No.  54  on  the  docket  for  the  present  term.  (See 
Record  in  No.  54,  Record,  pp.  1,  3.) 

The  decree  was  enrolled  on  the  11th  day  of  December,  1856, 
on  which  day  the  same  solicitor,  in  behalf  of  the  defendants, 
presented  a  second  petition  of  appeal  from  the  same  portions 
of  the  decree,  which  appeal  was  allowed  on  the  same  day,  by 
N.  £.  Hall,  district  judge,  and  this  appeal  is  now  before  the 
court  at  the  present  term  as  No.  106.    (See  Record,  pp.  1,  8.) 

A  motion  is  now  made  by  Foot,  the  appellee,  to  dismiss  the 
last-mentioned  appeal,  of  which  due  notice  has  been  given* 

The  question  presented  is,  which  of  the  two  periods  is  the 
one  contemplated  by  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  iudiciai^ 
act  of  1789,  which  provides, '' that ^^  judgments  ana  decrees 
ma^  be  removed  and  reaffirmed  in  the  Supreme  Court,  and 
which  shall  not  be  done,  however,  except  within  five  years 
after  the  rendering  or  passing  the  judgment  or  decree  complained 
of."    (1  U.  S.  L.,  84,  85,  sec.  22.) 

When  was  the  decree  passed — at  the  time  of  the  hearing 
and  actual  decision,  or  when  it  was  enrolled  ? 

This  question  is  answered  by  reference  to  the  mode  of  doins 
business  in  a  court  of  equity.  The  court  sits  and  decides,  and 
its  clerk  or  other  officer  enters  the  same  in  the  minutes  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  court.  This  is  the  act  of  the  court  perform* 
ing  its  highest  judicial  functions.  All  that  follows,  whether 
performed  by  the  clerk  or  judge,  is  merely  carrying  out  the 
judicial  determination,  and  authenticating  it.  The  decision, 
or  rendering,  or  passing,  has  been  made ;  and  what  is  subse- 
quently done  is  mere  authentication. 

"  To  enrol  '*  means  **  to  register,  to  enter  on  the  rolls  of  chan« 
eery  or  other  courts,  to  make  a  record."   (Bouvier,  1  vol.,  469.) 

'^  Enrolment — ^the  registering  or  entering  on  the  rolls  of  Chan- 
cery, King's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  or  Exchequer,  or  by  the 
clerk  of  the  place  of  the  record  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  any 
lawful,"  &c.    (lb..  Inc.  L.  Die.) 

Curtis,  in  his  Commentaries,  m.  234,)  speaks  of  the  time  when 
a  decree  is  *^ pronounced,"  as  tne  time  from  which  the  statate 
mns. 

At  page  684  he  speaks  of  the  <<date  of  the  final  decree;**  if 
appealed  from  in  ten  days  thereafter,  it  will  operate  as  a  snper- 
seueas. 

Appeals  have  been  recognized  on  appeal  before  docketing 
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«r  enrolling.  In  Roy  v.  Law,  8  Cranch,  179,  a  decree  for  a  lale 
on  a  mor^ge  was  held  to  be  a  final  decree  which  could  be 
appealed  m>m. 

In  Whiting  v.  Bank  of  U.  &,  18  Peters,  6, 16,  the  same  da- 
cifiion  was  made. 

Story,  J.,  said  the  party  had  a  ri^ht  to  appeal  as  soon  '^  as  the 
decree  was  pronoiuncetU'  Michond  v.  Girod,  4  How.,  608,  pro» 
ceeded  upon  the  same  ground. 

In  Forgay  t^.  Conrad,  6  How.,  201, 208,  the  above  cases  were 
dted  and  approved. 

Bank  of  the  CT.  S.  v.  Daniel,  12  Peters,  82,  p.  62.  The  whole 
of  the  matter  in  dispute  has  reference  to  the  date  of  the  decree. 

Corning  t.  The  Troy  Iron  and  Nail  Factory,  15  How.,  pp. 
461, 469, 466, 466,  is  a  case  to  show  that  there  can  be  no  second 
appeal  where  the  subject-matter  has  been  removed  from  the 
court  below. 

In  the  present  case,  the  matters  appealed  from  in  December 
had  been  removed  from  the  court  below  in  September,  and 
there  was  nothing  left  for  the  second  appeal  to  act  upon. 

Mr.  Blatcl^ard  opposed  the  motion. 

This  is  a  motion  to  dismiss  No.  106,  on  the  ground  that  a 
prior  appeal  has  been  taken  in  No.  64,  from  the  same  parts  of 
the  same  final  decree. 

What  is  the  decree? 

The  question  is,  which  is  regular? 

If  the  appeal  in  106  is  irregular,  it  is  because  the  appeal  in 
64  is  regular.  If  the  appeal  in  106  is  re^lar,  then  the  appeal 
in  64  is  irregular.  The  reasons  for  taking  the  two  appeals 
were  these :  Practically,  there  is  no  difiierence  to  defendantS| 
except  as  to  the  return  in  No.  106.  (See  rules  81  and  82,  as 
to  complete  record.)  The  court  will  see  why  return  was  so 
made  in  106.  Cross  appeal  in  168,  return  made  in  same  man* 
ner.  Taking  64  and  106  together,  there  is  a  complete  record ; 
and  even  though  the  court  dismiss  64,  the^  may  consider  the 
return  in  64  as  forming  part  of  the  return  m  106,  as  the  clerk 
says,  in  his  return  in  106,  they  do.  And  if  the  court  deny 
the  motion  to  dismiss  106,  they  will  please  consider  us  as  mov« 
ing  to  dismiss  64,  which  motion  would  of  course  be  granted, 
if  the  motion  to  dismiss  106  is  denied;  and  then  as  moving, 
if  necessary,  under  rule  82,  for  a  certiorari  to  complete  the 
record  in  106.  We  desire  the  court  to  dispose  now  of  all 
questions  of  practice  connected  with  these  cases,  so  that  if  lOtf 
stands  for  hearings  it  may  stand  with  a  complete  record.  The 
defendants  ou^ht  not  to  sufier  for  the  clerk's  mistake,  bu^ 
«iftboat  a  certiorari,  the  court  can  order  the  record  in  61  to  re- 
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auun  bera,  and  form  a  part  of  the  record  in  106^  thongli  the 
'jqmeal  in  64  10  distniMod. 

By  p.  22  of  the  judiciaiy  act  of  1789,  as  modified  by  p.  2  of 
the  act  of  March  8,  1808,  (chap.  40,)  an  appeal  from  a  final 
decree  ie  to  be  taken  within  fi^e  years  after  rendering  or  passing 
4he  judgment  or  decree  campLmed  of. 

By  p.  28  ^ae  bo  modined)  the  appeal  is  a  sapersedeas,  and 
stays  execution  in  cases  only  where  the  appeal  is  taken,  and  a 
•copy  lodged  for  the  adverse  party  within  ten  days  (Sundays 
exclusive)  qfler  rendering  the  Judgment  or  passing  the  decree  com- 
plained ofy  until  the  expiration  of  which  ten  days,  execution 
ehall  not  issue  in  any  case  where  an  appeal  may  be  a  super- 
sedeas. 

What  is  the  passing  of  the  decree  ? 
"  Under  p.  28,  we  think  it  is  the  recording  and  enrolling  of  the 
decree,  in  such  shape  that  the  party  entitted  to  execution  on  it 
can  immediately  issue  his  execution.  The  party  is  to  be  stayed 
for  having  his  execution  for  ten  days  after  the  time  when  he 
would  otherwise  be  entitled  to  it,  and  the  ten  days  do  not  beein 
to  run  till  he  would  be  at  liberty,  but  for  this  stay,  to  issue  his 
execution. 

Therefore,  taking  pp.  22  and  28  together,  the  decree  is  passed^ 
when  it  is  in  such  a  state  that  an  execution  can  be  issued  on 
it,  if  there  be  no  stay  by  appeal. 

How  it  18  as  to  the  decree.    (See  pp.  10  and  11,  of  No.  106.^ 

Award  to  pay  certain  sums,  and  interest  and  costs  to  be  taxedf 
and  interest,  ^en  execution  is  given  for, such  costSj  and  for  the 
mans  decreed.  He  cannot  have  any  execution  till  his  costs  are 
taxed.    This  is  by  the  decree  itself. 

But  beyond  that,  bv  general  equity  practice,  he  can  have 
no  execution  till  the  decree  is  signed  and  enrolled.  Here  the 
record  says  (p.  11)  that  this  final  decree  is  signed  and  enrolled 
Dec  11th,  1856;  and  the  appeal  in  106  was  taken  the  same  day. 

Why  can't  he  have  execution  till  the  decree  is  enrolled?  Be- 
cause, till  then,  the  decree  is  open  for  rehearing;  but  after  that 
it  is  not. 

Sole  88  in  equity  says,  <<No  rehearing  shall  be  granted  after 
the  term  at  which  the  final  decree  of  the  court  shall  have  been 
entered  and  recorded^  if  an  appeal  lies  to  the  Supreme  Court'* 
JBkUry  alone  does  not  cut  off  rehearing.  The  decree  must  be 
reemkdf  to  cut  off  a  rehearing.  Heeoming  is  enrolling.  There- 
fore, there  can  be  a  rehearing  till  the  decree  is  recorded  or 
enrolled,  and  there  can  be  no  execution  till  a  decree  is  en- 
rolled. And  the  right  to  execution  on  the  one  side  gives,  under 
pp.  22  and  28,  the  right  to  appeal  on  the  other  side.  Because  tho 
mt  manifestly  contemplates  that  the  decree  is  not  pfwsed  till 
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the  right  to  execution  under  it  is  ripened.  Because  the  tea 
days  spoken  of  in  p.  28  are  to  run  from  the  passing  of  the 
decree,  and  during  that  ten  days  there  is  to  be  no  execution. 
Hence,  to  make  tne  provisions  all  harmonious,  the  right  to 
issue  execution,  but  for  the  stay,  must  be  simultaneous  with 
the  passing  of  the  decree. 

Now,  is  It  laid  down  in  all  the  books  that  there  can  be  no 
execution  till  enrolment,  and  that  enrolment  is  necessary  to 
make  the  decree  a  record  f  (1  Barb.  Ch.  Pr.,  842, 2  Dan.;  Per- 
kins, ed.  of  1846, 1220,  1221.)  It  will  not,  till  enrolment,  be 
treated  by  other  courts  as  a  record.  The  reason  given  is,  be- 
cause, till  then,  it  is  open  for  rehearing.  Hence  in  rule  88  the 
word  recorded  is  used,  which  means  made  a  record  by  enrol- 
ment.. 

Till  enrolled,  it  can't  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  another  suit  for 
the  same  matter.    ^Same  reference  as  above.) 

In  England,  the  time  for  appeal  runs  two  years  from  the  en* 
rolment.    (8  Dan.,  181.) 

Besides,  under  p.  22,  in  connection  with  the  act  of  Dec.  12, 
1794,  on  an  appeal  which  is  to  be  a  stay,  security  is  to  be  given 
for  the  amount  recovered  below,  damages  and  costs.  (Catlett 
V.  Brodie,  9  Wheat.,  558.)  How  can  the  amount  recovered  be- 
low, for  which  this  security  is  to  be  given,  be  ascertained  till 
the  costs  are  taxed  and  the  decree  enrolled  ? 

The  views  we  maintain  seem  to  follow  from  those  annonnced 
by  this  court  in  Forgay  v.  Conrad,  6  How.,  204.  "When  the 
decree  directs  the  defendant  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money  to 
the  complainant,  and  the  complamani  is  entitled  to  have  such  ckcree 
carried  immediaUly  into  executioriy  the  decree  must  be  regarded  as 
a  final  one." 

Here  a  sum  of  money  is  directed  to  be  paid,  but  there  can 
be  no  execution  on  the  decree  till  the  costs  are  taxed  and  the 
decree  is  signed  and  enrolled.  Therefore,  on  the  28th  of  Au* 
gust,  1857,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  decree 
carried  immediately  into  execution,  and  the  appeal  in  54  was 
irregular. 

As  to  arguing  the  cross  appeal  in  158  with  the  ori^nal  ap- 
peal, whether  it  be  54  or  106,  the  record  in  158  is  not  printed. 
We  prefer  to  wait 

Plaintiff  might  have  taken  his  cross  appeal  as  early  at  leasl 
as  Dec.  11,  1856.  He  waited  till  July,  1857.  It  is  his  own 
fault    We  had  to  appeal,  to  stay  execution. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  is  a  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  docketed  as  No. 
106,  on  the  ground  that  a  previous  appeal,  docketed  No.  fi4» 
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Lad  been  taken  by  the  aame  parties,  and  from  the  same  per 
tions  of  the  decree  below.  The  final  decision  bad  been  made 
by  the  court,  between  the  parties,  on  the  coming  in  of  the  mas- 
ter's report  on  the  28th  August,  1854,  and  an  appeal  duly 
taken  on  the  4th  September  following.  The  decree  was  special 
in  its  terms,  and  was  not  settled  or  signed  by  the  judge  till  the 
11th  December,  1856,  on  which  day  the  second  appeal  was 
taken.  As  the  appellant  desired  to  appeal  within  the  ten  days, 
so  as  to  stay  execution,  the  second  appeal  was  taken  for  abun* 
dant  caution,  as  there  might  be  a  doubt  from  which  period  the 
ten  days  should  be  counted,  namely,  the  time  of  the  final  de- 
cision of  the  court,  or  of  the  signing  and  filing  of  the  special 
decree  in  form. 

By  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  modified  by 
the  second  section  of  the  act  of  March  3, 1803,  an  appeal  from 
a  final  decree  must  be  taken  within  five  years  after  the  render" 
ing  ov  passing  of  the  jud^ent  or  decree  complained  of.  And 
by  the  twenty-third  section,  as  modified  above,  the  appeal  is  a 
supersedeas,  and  stays  execution  in  cases  only  where  it  is  taken 
and  a  copy  lodged  for  the  adverse  party  within  ten  days  (Sun- 
days exclusivej  after  rendering  the  judgment  or  passing  the 
decree  complained  of.  The  time  to  be  taken  as  when  the 
judgment  or  decree  may  be  said  to  be  rendered  or  passed  may 
admit  of  some  latitude,  and  may  depend  somewhat  upon  the 
usage  and  practice  of  the  particular  court.  In  the  case  of  a 
simple  judgment  or  decree,  such  as  an  afiirmance  or  reversal, 
and  the  like,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  difiSlculty  in  taking 
the  appeal  at  any  time  within  the  ten  days  after  the  decision 
on  the  case  was  pronounced*  But  where  the  decree  is  special, 
and  its  terms  to  be  settled,  there  is  a  propriety  in  waiting  for 
its  settlement  before  taking  the  appeal.  Whether  taken  or 
not,  may  sometimes  depend  upon  the  decree  as  settled.  In  the 
second  circuit,  with  the  practice  of  which  I  am  the  most  familr 
iar,  it  is  supposed  by  manv  of  the  profession  that  the  proper 
time  tor  taking  the  appeal  in  such  a  case  is  after  the  settle- 
ment  of  the  decree.  As  this  court,  however,  has  always  held, 
that  if  an  appeal  is  taken  in  court  at  the  time  of  rendering  the 
decision,  or  during  the  term,  no  citation  is  necessary,  and  as 
appeals  are,  perhaps,  more  frequently  taken  within  the  ten  days 
after  the  decision  is  pronounced  and  entered  on  the  minutes 
by  the  clerk,  it  may  be  admitted  that  when  thus  taken  it  is 
regular,  and  stays  execution  in  the  court  below.  And  we  are 
also  of  opinion,  that  if  taken  within  ten  days  after  the  decree 
is  settled  and  signed  by  the  judge,  and  filed  with  the  clerk, 
Chat  it  is  in  time  to  stay  the  proceedings.  The  recognition  of 
the  two  periods  from  which  the  ten  days  may  be  courted 
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beeomM  necessanr,  on  aocoant  of  the  differeuce  in  the  modei 
of  proceeding  and  practice  in  the  difierent  circnits.  This  ques- 
tion cannot  arise  in  England,  as  the  time  for  appeal  rans  two 
years  from  the  enrolment  of  the  decree.  (8  JDan.  Pr.,  181.) 
The  time  of  enrolment  cannot  well  be  adopted  by  this  coarti 
as  on  many  of  the  circuits  it  is  anderstood,  according  to  the 
practice,  no  enrolment  of  the  decree  takes  place. 

As,  upon  oar  view  of  the  case,  presented  on  the  motion,  the 
first  apneal  was  regular,  the  one  taken  and  standing  on  the 
docket  No.  106  should  be  dismissed. 


Thokas  Jackson,  William  Hiodon,  akb  Archibald  Olds, 
OWKBBS  of  thb  Stbamboat  Wbtum pka,  Libbllants  and  Af> 

PBLLANTS,  V.   ThB  StBAMBOAT    MaGNOLIA,   HBB  TACCLB,   fcC, 

William  F.  Jambs,  mastbr,  &o. 

The  admiraltj  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  extends  to  cases  of 
collision  upon  navigable  waters,  although  the  place  of  such  collision  may  be 
within  the  bodj  of  a  countj  of  a  State,  and  may  be  above  the  flnz  and  reflux  of 
the  tide. 

The  District  Courts  exercise  this  Jurisdiction  over  fresh-water  rivers  "navigable 
from  the  sea,"  by  virtue  of  the  Judiciary  act  of  1789,  and  not  as  conferred  by  the 
act  of  1845,  which  extends  their  Jurisdiction  to  the  great  lakes  and  waters  "net 
navigable  from  the  sea." 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  middle  district  of  Alabama. 

The  case  came  up  on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the 
District  Court,  dismissing  the  libel  for  want  of  jurisdiction^ 
after  the  following  agreement  had  been  filed: 

Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  which  wae 
a  libel  in  admiraltj,  it  was  agreed  that  the  question  of  jurisr 
diction  should  be  submitted  to  the  court  on  the  fetcts  herein* 
liter  stated,  which  were  admitted  to  be  true;  and  if  the  court 
dioald  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause,  then  the  cause  should  be  submitted  to  a  juir  for  trial. 
But  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  it  was  without  juris* 
diction,  the  libel  would  be  dismissed,  and  in  the  event  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States^ 
and  the  judgment  of  that  court  should  reverse  the  judgment 
of  this  court,  then  the  cause  should  be  remanded  to  this  court 
for  trial. 

The  court  agreed  so  to  try  the  question  of  jurisdiction  <m 
the  facts,  which  are  admitted  to  be  as  follows:  The  steamboat 
Wetampka  was  a  vessel  engaged  in  navigation  and  commeroe 
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between  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  in  Looisiana,  and  ihe  poft 
of  Montgomery,  in  Alabama,  and  was  regnlarly  licensed  and 
enrolled  as  a  coasting  vessel,  and  was  of  more  than  thirty  tontf 
burden.  The  steamboat  Magnolia  was  a  boat  re^larly  licensed 
and  enrolled  for  the  coasting  trade,  but  was  built  for  a  racket 
boat. to  be  employed  between  Mobile,  Alabama,  and  Mont- 

f  ornery,  Alabama.  She  was  built  in  the  Western  country,  and 
rought  round  to  this  Btate,  and  has  ever  since  been  engaged 
in  running  between  Mobile  and  Montgomery,  and  has  never 
been  engaged  in  any  other  trade. 

The  collision,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  libel  against  the 
Magnolia,  took  place  between  her  and  the  Wetumpka,  on  the 
Alabama  river,  about  two  hundred  miles  above  tide-water. 
The  Magnolia  is  a  boat  of  over  thirty  tons  burden.  The  fore- 
going are  the  facts  in  which  the  question  of  jurisdiction  ie 
eabmitted  to  the  court,  together  with  the  libel  and  claim,  and 
answer  thereto.  Watts  &  Daboak, 

Ibr  the  MagncUa  and  ClaxmantB. 
Hbnbt  G.  Sbmpli, 

F€T  iht  LibdUaUB. 

The  case  was  argued  at  the  preceding  term  of  this  court  upoa 
INinted  anruments  by  Mr.  Fruneis  Lee  Smith  for  the  appellants, 
and  Mr.  JSaraan  for  the  appellees;  also  orally  by  Mr.  PkiUipe^ 
for  the  appellees. 

The  difficulty  of  abbreviating  arguments  made  by  counsel 
upon  constitutional  points,  and  the  circumstance  mat  botii 
aides  of  the  question  of  jurisdiction  are  fully  presented  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court  and  in  the  dissenting  opinions  of  Mr. 
Justice  DANIEL  and  Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL,  are  reasons 
why  the  Reporter  omits  sketches  of  the  arguments  of  counseL 
It  will  be  perceived,  also,  that  Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered 
a  separate  opinion,  although  concurring  in  the  judgment  of  the 
jcourt 

•    Mr.  Justice  GBIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt 

The  only  question  presented  for  our  consideration  on  this 
isppeal  is,  whether  the  court  below  had  jurisdiction. 

The  libel  purports  to  be  in  a  cause  of  collision,  civil  and 
maritime.  It  alleges  that  the  steamboat  Wetumpka,  a  venal 
of  three  hundred  tons  burden,  was  on  a  voyage  from  New 
Orleans  to  the  dty  of  Montgomery,  in  Alabama;  that  while 
ascending  the  Alabama  river,  she  was  run  into  and  sunk  by 
the  steamboaf  Magnolia,  which  was  descending  the  same. 

The  answer  of  uie  respondents,  among  other  things,  allegea 
^liMifr  the  coUirion  took  place  ftr  above  tide^water,  on  the 
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Alabama  river,  in  the  county  of  Wilcox,  in  the  State  of  Ala-^ 
bama,  and  therefore  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District 
Court  sitting  in  admiralty." 

This  plea  was  sustainea  by  the  court,  and  the  libel  dismissed. 
The  record  does  not  dbclose  the  reasons  on  which  this  judg- 
ment was  based.  It  is  presumed,  therefore,  to  be  founded  on 
the  facts  stated  in  the  plea,  viz : 

1.  That  the  collision  was  within  the  body  of  a  county. 

2.  That  it  was  above  tide-water. 

1.  The  Alabama  river  flows  through  the  State  of  Alabama. 
It  is  a  great  public  river,  navigable  from  the  sea  for  many  miles 
above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.  Vessels  licensed  for  the 
coasting  trade,  and  those  engaged  in  foreign  commerce,  pass 
on  its  waters  to  ports  of  entry  within  the  State.  It  is  not,  like 
the  Mississippi,  a  boundary  between  coterminous  States.  Nei< 
iher  is  it,  like  the  Penobscot,  (see  Veazie  v.  Moore,  14  How., 
668,J  made  subservient  to  the  internal  trade  of  the  State  by 
artindal  means  and  dams  constructed  at  its  mouth,  rendering 
it  inaccessible  to  sea-going  vessels.  It  differs  from  the  Hu(£ 
sonV  which  rises  in  and  passes  through  the  State  of  New  York^ 
in  the  fact  that  it  is  navigable  for  ships  and  vessels  of  the  largest 
dass  far  above  where  its  waters  are  affected  by  the  tide. 

Before  the  adoption  of  the  present  Constitution,  each  State, 
in  the  exercise  of  its  sovereign  power,  had  its  own  court  of 
admiralty,  having  jurisdiction  over  the  harbors,  creeks,  inlets^ 
and  public  navigable  waters,  connected  with  the  sea.  This 
iurisdiction  was  exercised  not  only  over  rivers,  creeks,  and  in- 
lets, which  were  boundaries  to  or  passed  through  other  States, 
but  also  where  they  were  wholly  within  the  State.  Such  a 
distinction  was  unknown,  nor  (as  it  appears  from  the  decision 
of  this  court  in  the  case  of  "Waring  v.  Clark,  6  IIow.,  441)  had 
these  courts  been  driven  from  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  over 
torts  committed  on  navigable  water  within  the  body  of  a  county^ 
by  the  jealousy  of  the  common-law  courts. 

When,  therefore,  the  exercise,  of  admiralty  and  maritime 
Jurisdiction  over  its  public  rivers,  ports,  and  havens,  was  sur* 
rendered  by  each  State  to  the  Government  of  the  United  States, 
vrithout  an  exception  as  to  subjects  or  places,  this  court  can* 
not  interpolate  one  into  the  Constitution,  or  introduce  an  ar- 
bitrary distinction  which  has  no  foundation  in  reason  or  pre- 
cedent 

The  objection  to  jurisdiction  stated  in  ^he  plea,  ''that  tiie 
eoUision  was  within  the  county  of  Wilcox,  in  the  State  of  Ala- 
bama^"  can  therefore  have  no  greater  force  or  effect  from  the 
bucX  alleged  in  the  argument,  that  the  Alabama  river,  so  far  as 
tt  is  navigable,  is  wholly  within  the  boundiftiy  of  tlie  State* 
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It  amounts  only  to  a  renewal  of  the  old  contest  between 
courts  of  common  law  istnd  courts  of  admiralty,  as  to  their  ju- 
risdiction  within  the  body  of  a  countj.  This  question  has 
been  finally  adjudicated  in  this  court,  and  the  argument  ex- 
hausted, in  the  case  of  Waring  ».  Clark.  After  an  experience 
of  ten  years,  we  have  not  been  called  on  by  the  bar  to  review 
its  principles  as  founded  in  error,  nor  have  we  heard  of  any 
complaints  bv  the  people  of  wronffs  suffered  on  account  of  its 
supposed  infringement  of  the  right  of  trial  by  jury.  So  far, 
therefore,  as  the  solution  of  the  question  now  before  us  is  af* 
fected  by  the  fitct  that  the  tort  was  committed  within  the  body 
of  a  county,  it  must  be  considered  as  finally  settled  by  the  de* 
cision  in  that  case. 

2.  The  second  ground  of  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  is  founded  on  the  fact,  that  though  the  collision  com* 
plained  of  occurred  in  a  ^reat  navigable  river,  it  was  on  a  part 
of  that  river  not  affected  by  the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  tide,  but 
"far  above  it." 

This  objection,  also,  is  one  which  has  heretofore  been  con* 
sidered  and  decided  by  this  court,  after  full  argument  and  much 
deliberation.  In  the  case  of  the  Genesee  Chief,  (12  How., 
444,)  we  have  decided,  that  though  in  England  the  flux  and 
reflux  of  the  tide  was  a  sound  and  reasonable  test  of  a  navi- 
gable river,  because  on  that  island  tide-water  and  navigable 
water  were  synonymous  terms,  yet  that  "there  is  certainly 
nothing  in  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tidiB  that  makes  the  watera 
peculiarly  suitable  for  admiralty  Jurisdiction,  nor  anything  in 
the  absence  of  a  tide  that  renders  it  unfit.  If  it  is  a  pu  blic  nav- 
igable water  on  which  commerce  is  carried  on  between  difi*er* 
ent  States  or  nations,  the  reason  for  the  jurisdiction  is  precisely 
the  same.  And  if  a  distinction  is  made  on  that  account,  it  10 
merely  arbitrary,  without  any  foundation  in  reason — and,  in- 
deed, contrarv  to  it."  The  case  of  the  Thomas  Jefferson  (10 
Wheaton)  and  others,  which  had  hastily  adopted  this  arbitrary 
and  (in  this  country)  false  test  of  navigable  waters,  were  neces- 
sarily overruled. 

Since  the  decision  of  these  cases,  the  several  district  courts 
have  taken  jurisdiction  of  cases  of  collision  on  the  great  public 
navigable  rivers.  Some  of  these  cases  have  been  brought  to 
this  court  by  appeal,  and  in  no  instance  has  any  objection  been 
taken,  either  by  the  counsel  or  the  court,  to  the  jurisdiction, 
because  the  collision  was  within  the  body  of  a  county,  or  above 
the  tide.  (See  Fritz  v.  Bull,  12  How.,  466  ;  Walsh  t;.  Rogers^ 
18  How.,  288;  The  Steamboat  New  World,  16  How.,  469;  Urt 
f.  Eauffman,  19  How.,  66 ;  New  York  and  Virginia  8.  B.  Oa 
••  Oalderwood«  19  How.,  246.)  / 
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;  In  our  opinion,  therefore,  neither  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
answer,  nor  both  of  them  taken  together,  will  constitute  asiif> 
ficient  exception  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court 

It  is  due  nowever,  to  the  learned  counsel  who  has  presented 
the  argument  for  respondent  in  this  case,  to  say,  that  he  has 
not  attempted  to  impugn  the  decision  ot  this  court  in  the  case 
of  Waring  9.  Clark,  nor  to  question  the  sufficiency  of  the  reasons 
given  in  the  case  of  the  Genesee  Chief  for  overruling  the  case 
of  the  Thomas  Jefferson ;  but  he  contends  that  the  case  of  the 
Genesee  Chief  decided  that  tiie  act  of  Congress  of  1845,  "ex- 
tending the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court  to  certain  cases 
upon  £e  lakes,"  &c.,  was  not  only  constitutional,  but  also  that 
it  conferred  a  new  jurisdiction,  which  the  court  did  not  possess 
before ;  and  consequently,  as  that  act  was  confined  to  the  lakes, 
and  "to  vessels  of  twenty  or  more  tons  burden,  licensed  and 
employed  in  the  business  of  commerce  and  navi^tion  between 
ports  and  places  in  different  States  and  Territories,"  it  cannot 
authorize  the  District  Courts  in  assuming  jurisdiction  over 
waters  and  subjects  not  included  in  the  act,  and  more  especially 
where  the  navi^ble  portion  of  the  river  is  wholly  within  the 
boundary  of  a  single  State.  It  is  contended  also  that  the  case 
of  Fritz  V.  Bull,  and  those  which  follow  it,  sustaining  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  of  admiralty  over  torts  on  the  Mississippi 
river,  cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  points  decided  in  the  lor^ 
mer  case,  as  just  stated,  unless  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  act 
of  1846  be  construed  to  include  the  Mississippi  and  other  great 
rivers  of  the  West;  which  it  manifestly  does  not 

But  it  never  has  been  asserted  by  this  court,  either  in  thd 
case  of  Fritz  v.  Bull,  or  in  any  other  case,  that  the  admiralty 
lurisdiction  exercised  over  the  great  navigable  rivers  of  the  West 
was  claimed  under  the  act  of  1845,  or  by  virtue  of  anything 
therein  containedr 

The  Constitution,  in  defining  the  powers  of  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  extends  them  to  '*all  cases  of  admiralty  and  mar- 
itime jurisdiction."  It  defines  how  much  of  the  judicial  power 
shall  be  exercised  by  the  Supreme  Court  only;  and  it  was  left 
to  Congress  to  ordain  and  establish  other  courts,  and  to  fix  the 
boundary  and  extent  of  their  respective  jurisdictions.  Ooih 
gress  might  give  any  of  these  courts  the  whole  or  so  much  of 
the  admiralty  jurisdiction  as  it  saw  fit.  It  might  extend  theif 
jurisdiction  over  all  navigable  waters,  and  all  ships  and  vei* 
^els  thereon,  or  over  some  navigable  waters,  and  vessels  of  a 
certain  description  only.  Consequently,  as  Congress  had  never 
before  1846  conferred  admiralty  jurisdiction  over  the  Northern 
Aresh-water  lakes  not  ^'navigable  from  the  sea,"  the  District 
Courts  could  not  assume  it  by  virtue  of  this  clause  iti  the  Obii* 
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Ilitiitioii.  An  aet  of  Congress  was  therefore  neceasarj  to  con- 
fer this  jarisdietion  on  those  waters,  and  was  completely  withint 
the  constitutional  powers  of  Congress;  unless,  by  some  an*' 
bending  law  of  natare,  fresh-water  lakes  and  rivers  are  neces- 
sarily within  the  category  of  those  that  are  not  ^^  navigable/' 
and  which,  consequently,  could  not  be  subjected  to  ^'  admiralty 
jurisdiction,"  any  more  than  canals  or  railroads. 

When  these  States  were  colonies,  and  for  a  long  time  after 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States^,  the 
shores  of  the  great  lakes  of  the  North,  above  and  beyond  th^ 
ocean  tides,  were  as  yet  almost  uninhabited,  except  by  savages. 
The  necessities  of  commerce  and  the  progress  of  steam  navi 

Sttion  had  not  as  yet  called  for  the  exercise  of  admiralty  jarb 
ction,  except  on  the  ocean  bordei-  of  the  Atlantic  States. 

The  judiciarv  act  of  1789,  in  defining  the  several  powers  oi 
the  courts  established  by  it,  gives  to  the  District  Courts  of  thfe 
United  States  ^^  exclusive  original  cognizance  of  all  civil  cases 
of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  including  all  seizoros, 
kc,  when  they  are  made  on  waters  which  are  namgable  frcm 
the  sea  by  vessels  of  ten  or  more  tons  burden,  &c.,  as  well  as 
upon  the  high  seas." 

So  long  as  the  commerce  of  the  country  was  centred  chiefly 
on  the  Eiastern  Atlantic  ports,  where  the  fresh-water  rivers 
were  seldom  navigable  above  tide-water,  no  inconvenience 
arose  from  the  adoption  of  the  English  insular  test  of  ^^navi* 
gable  waters."  Hence  it  was  followed  by  the  courts  without 
objection  or  inauiry. 

^ut  this  act  does  not  confine  admiralty  jurisdiction  to  tide* 
waters ;  and  if  the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  tide  be  abandoned,  as 
an  arbitrary  and  fitlse  test  of  a  ^navigable  river,"  it  required 
no  further  legislation  of  Congress  to  extend  it  to  the  Missis* 
sippi,  Alabama,  and  other  great  rivers,  ^'navi^ble  from  the 
sea."  If  the  waters  over  which  this  jurisdiction  is  claimed 
be  within  this  category,  tiie  act  makes  no  distinction  between 
them.  It  is  not  confined  to  rivers  or  waters  which  bound 
coterminous  States,  such  as  the  Mississippi  and  Ohio*  or  to 
rivers  passing  through  more  than  one  State ;  nor  does  the  act 
distinguish  between  them  and  rivers  which  rise  in  and  pass 
through  one  State  only,  and  are  consequently  "m/m  earpua 
TomiUUua."  The  admiralty  jurisdiction  surrendered  by  the 
States  to  the  Union  had  no  such  bounds  as  exercised  by  them- 
selves, and  is  clogged  with  no  such  conditions  in  its  surrender. 
The  interpolation  of  such  conditions  by  the  courts  would  ex- 
clude many  of  the  ports,  harbors,  creeks,  and  inlets,  most  tre- 
quented  by  ships  and  commerce,  but  which  are  wholly  included 
wHluB  the  boundaries  of  a  Stato  or  the  body  of  a  ocmafc/ 


S02  SUPREME  COURT. 

Jaekton  el  al,  ▼.  SUamboai  MtigmUm. 

It  seeniB  to  have  been  assamed,  in  the  argument  of  this  case, 
that  becauBe  the  District  Courts  had  not  exercised  their  adnii 
ralty  jurisdiction  above  tide-water  before  the  decision  of  this 
court  of  the  case  of  the  Genesee  Chief,  that  such  jurisdiction 
had  been  exercised  by  them  as  conferred  by  the  act  of  1845. 
It  is  upon  this  mistaken  hypothesis  that  any  difficulty  is  found 
in  reconciling  that  case  with  the  case  of  Fritz  v.  Bull,  which 
immediately  followed  it. 

The  act  of  1845  was  the  occasion  and  created  the  necessity 
for  this  court  to  review  their  former  decisions. 

It  mi^ht  be  considered  in  fact  as  a  declaratory  act  reversing 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Thomas  Jefierson.  We  could 
no  longer  evade  the  question  by  a  judicial  notice  of  an  occult 
tide  without  ebb  or  flow,  as  in  the  case  of  Peyroux  r.  Howard, 
{7  Pet.,  843.)  The  court  were  placed  in  the  position,  that  they 
must  either  declare  the  act  of  Congress  void,  and  shock  the 
common  sense  of  the  people  bv  declaring  the  lakes  not  to  be 
'^navi^ble  waters,"  or  overrule  previous  decisions  which  had 
established  an  arbitrarv  distinction,  which,  when  applied  to 
our  continent,  had  no  foundation  in  reason. 

In  conclusion,  we  repeat  what  we  then  said,  that  "courts  of 
admiralty  have  been  found  necessary  in  all  commercial  coun- 
tries, not  only  for  the  safety  and  convenience  of  commerce,  and 
a  speedy  decision  of  controversies  where  delay  would  be  ruin, 
but  also  to  administer  the  laws  of  nations  in  a  season  of  war, 
and  to  determine  the  validity  of  captures  and  (questions  of 
prize  or  no  prize  in  a  judicial  proceeding.  And  it  would  be 
contrary  to  the  first  principles  on  which  this  Union  was 
formed,  to  confine  these  rights  to  the  States  bordering  on 
the  Atlantic,  and  to  the  tide-water  rivers  connected  with 
it,  and  to  deny  them  to  the  citizens  who  border  on  the 
lakes,  and  the  great  navigable  streams  of  the  Western  States. 
Certainly,  such  was  not  the  intent  of  the  framers  of  the  Con- 
stitution ;  and  if  such  be  the  construction  finally  s^iven  to  it 
by  this  court,  it  must  necessarily  produce  great  public  incon- 
venience, and  at  the  same  time  fail  to  accomplish  one  of  the 
great  objects  of  the  framers  of  the  Constitution ;  that  is,  per- 
fect equality  in  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  citizens  of  the 
different  States,  not  only  in  the  laws  of  the  General  Govern- 
ment, but  in  the  mode  of  administering  them.** 

The  decree  of  the  court  below,  dismissing  the  libel  tor  want 
of  jurisdiction,  is  therefore  reversed,  and  it  is  ordered  that 
the  record  be  remitted,  with  directions  to  further  proceed  in 
the  case  as  to  law  and  justice  may  appertain. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  a  separate  opinion,  and  Mr. 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1857.  SOS 

JaekMon  ei  al,  t.  Steamboat  Magnolia. 

Justice  CATRON,  Mr.  Justice  DANIEL,  and  Mr.  Justice 
CAMPBELL,  disseuted.  Mr.  Justice  CATRON  concurred) 
with  Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  in  the  opinion  delivered  by 
him. 

Mr.  Justice  McLE AN: 

I  agree  to  the  decision  in  this  case;  but  as  I  wish  to  bo  on 
one  or  two  points  somewhat  more  explicit  than  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  1  will  concisely  state  my  viewp. 

The  Constitution  declares  that  the  judicial  power  shall  ex- 
tend *^to  all  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction.*' 
The  judiciary  act  of  1789  provides,  "that  the  District  Courts 
shall  have  exclusive  original  cognizance  of  all  civil  cases  of 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction." 

The  act  of  the  25th  Pebruarv,  1846,  is  entitied  "An  act  to 
extend  the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Courts  to  certain  cases 
upon  the  lakes  and  navigable  waters  connecting  with  the 
same."  This  act  was  considered  by  Congress  as  extending 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court;  and  it  was  so,  very 
properly,  treated  by  the  court  in  the  case  of  the  Genesee  Chief. 

In  the  opinion,  it  was  said  this  act  was  not  passed  under  the 
commercial  power,  but  under  the  admiralty  and  maritime  ju- 
risdiction given  in  the  Constitution.  No  terms  could  be  more 
complete  than  those  used  in  the  Constitution  to  confer  this 
jurisdiction.  In  all  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdic- 
tion, such  suits  may  be  brought  in  the  District  Court. 

This  jurisdiction  was  limited  in  England  to  the  ebb  and  flofv 
of  tlie  tide,  as  t^eir  rivers  were  navigable  only  as  far  as  the 
tide  flowed.  And  as  in  this  country  the  rivers  falling  into  the 
Atlantic  were  not  navigable  above  tide-water,  the  same  rule 
was  applied.  And  when  the  question  of  jurisdiction  was  first 
raised  m  regard  to  our  Western  rivers,  the  same  rule  was 
adopted,  when  there  was  no  reason  for  its  restriction  to  tide- 
water, as  in  the  rivers  of  the  Atlantic.  And  this  shows  that 
the  most  learned  and  able  judges  may,  from  the  force  of  pre- 
cedent, apply  an  established  rule  where  the  reason  or  necessity 
on  which  it  was  founded  fails. 

In  England  and  in  the  Atiantic  States,  the  ebb  and  flow  of 
the  tide  marked  the  extent  of  the  navigableness  of  rivers.  But 
the  navigability  of  our  Western  rivers  in  no  instance  depends 
upon  the  tide. 

By  the  civil  law,  the  maritime  system  extends  over  all  navi- 
gab.e  waters.  The  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  like 
the  ccimmon-law  or  chancery  jurisdiction,  embraces  a  sy»- 
tern  of  procedure  known  and  e-^tablished  for  ages.  It  may  be 
called  a  system  of  regulations  embodied  and  matured  by  the 
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most. enlightened  and  oommercial  nations  of  the  world.  Iti 
origin  may  be  traced  to  the  regnlationB  of  Wisbay,  of  the 
^^nBe  Towns,  the  laws  of  Oleron,  the  ordinances  ot  France, 
and  the  nsages  of  other  commercial  countries,  including  the 
English  admiralty. 

B  is,  in  fiEict,  a  regulation  of  commerce,  as  it  comprehends 
thQ  duties  and  powers  of  masters  of  vessels,  the  maritime  hens 
of  seamen,  of  those  who  furnish  supnlies  to  vessels,  make  ad- 
vances, &;c.,  and,  in  short,  the  knowleage  and  conduct  required 
of  pilots,  seamen,  inasters,  and  everything  pertaining  to  the 
saihng  and  management  of  a  ship.  As  the  terms  import,  these 
regulations  apply  to  the  water,  and  not  to  the  lana,  and  are 
coinmensurate  with  the  jurisdiction  conferred. 

By  the  Constitution,  '<  Congress  have  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations,  and  amon^  the  several  States,  and 
with  the  Indian  tribes.' '  The  provision,  ^' among  the  several 
States,"  limits  the  power  of  Congress  in  the  regulation  of  com- 
merce to  two  or  more  States ;  consequently,  a  State  has  power 
to  regulate  a  commerce  exclusively  within  its  own  limits;  but 
beyond  such  limits  the  regulation  belongs  to  Congress.  The 
admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  is  essentially  a  commercial 
power,  and  it  is  necessarily  limited  to  the  exercise  of  that 
power  by  Congress. 

Every  vovage  of  a  vessel  between  two  or  more  States  is 
subject  to  the  admiraltv  jurisdiction,  and  not  to  any  State  reg- 
ulation. A  denial  of  this  doctrine  is  a  subversion  of  the  com- 
mercial power  of  Congress,  and  throws  us  on  the  Confedera- 
tion. It  also  subverts  me  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction 
of  the  Federi&l  courts,  given  explicitly  in  the  Constitution  and 
in  the  judiciary  act  of  1789. 

In  this  case,  the  steamboat  Wetumpka  was  engaged  in  a 
commerce  between  !N'ew  Orleans,  in  Louisiana,  and  Mont- 

Simery,  in  Alabama.  The  Magnolia  was  running  between 
obile  and  Montgomery,  in  the  State  of  Alabama.  The  TTe- 
tumpka,  within  the  State  of  Alabama,  was  as  much  under  the 
Federal  jurisdiction  as  it  was  in  the  State  of  Louisiana.  No 
one  will  contend  that  one  State  may  regulate  the  commerce 
of  another;  nor  can  it  be  maintained  that  the  power  to  reffu- 
late  the  commerce  of  the  Wetumpka  in  this  case  was  in  either 
State.  It  was  a  commerce  between  the  two  States,  which 
comes  within  the  definition  of  commerce  expressly  given  to 
Congress.  While  thus  protected  and  regulated  by  the  power 
of  Congress,  the  Wetumpka  was  run  into  l)y  t^e  Magnolia,  and 
sunk,  in  the  Alabama  river;  and  it  is  earnestly  contended  that 
the  admiralty  can  ^ve  no  remedy  for  this  aggravated  treepaaa. 
Binee  the  dedaion  in  the  caae  of  the  Genesee  Chief  by  seven 
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indgetf  only  one  diasentinfi:,  the  admiralty  jariidiedon  hM 
Men  coMtontlv  applied  on  all  our  lakes  and  riTeya  of  the  North ; 
and  flome  of  the  caeeB  have  been  reviewed  in  this  court  with^ 
out  objection.  The  navigators  of  the  Alabama  river  muat 
have  been  more  prudent  and  skilful  than  those  of  the  Nc»tb, 
or  their  voyages  were  less  frequent,  if  the  above  ooUision  is 
the  first  that  nas  occurred  on  the  Alabama  river. 

It  is  true,  the  Magnolia  was  engaged  in  a  commeroe  striedj 
within  the  State;  but  this  does  not  exonerate  her,  as  the  tres^ 
pass  was  on  a  vessel  protected  by  the  admiralty  law.  Cases 
have  frequently  occurred  on  the  Ohio  and  Mississippi  rivers, 
where  steamboats,  having  ran  down  and  sunk  m^boate, 
were  held  responsible  for  we  iiyury  in  the  admiralty.  And  if 
a  steamer  is  liable  in  such  cases,  a  remedy  for  an  iigur/  done 
to  it  cannot  be  withheld  in  the  same  court 

In  the  Genesee  Chief  case,  (12  How.,  448,)  this  court  held: 
<^The  admiralty  jurisdiction  mnted  to  the  District  Courts  of 
the  United  States  under  the  Constitution  extends  to  the  navi* 

Sble  rivers  and  lakes  of  the  United  States,  without  regard  to 
e  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tides  of  the  ocean."  It  is  difficult  to 
perceive  how  this  language  could  have  been  mistaken,  as  al- 
leged by  the  counsel  m  ar^iment  All  the  lakes  and  all  the 
navigable  rivers  in  the  Union  are  declared  to  be  subject  to  this 
jurisdiction  without  reference  to  the  tide,  and  it  overrules  all 
previous  decisions  on  that  subject. 

It  was  said  in  that  case  the  act  of  1845  extended  the  juris- 
diction of  the  admiralty ;  and  this  was  so,  as  bv  the  act  of  1789 
it  was  limited  to  rivers  navigable  from  the  sea  by^®*^'^^^  ^^ 
tons  burden  and  upwards. 

It  is  alleged  that  the  assumption  of  this  jurisdictiou  will  ab- 
sorb notatters  of  controversy  and  the  punishment  of  offences 
and  misdemeanors  now  cognizable  in  tiie  courts  of  the  State, 
without  the  trial  by  jury,  and  before  a  foreign  tribunal,  con- 
trary to  the  wishes  and  interests  of  a  State. 

The  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  hss  been  in  opera- 
tion on  all  the  navigable  rivers  of  our  Atlantic  coast  since  the 
organization  of  the  Government,  and  its  exercise  has  not  been 
found  dangerous  or  inconvenient.  Experience  is  a  better  mle 
of  judgment  than  theory.  If  this  jurisdiction  has  been  found 
salutary  in  that  part  of  our  country  which  is  most  commercial» 
it  cannot  be  injurious  or  dangerous  in  those  parts  which  are 
less  commercial. 

The  Federal  courts  have  no  cognizance  of  common-law  of- 
fences, on  the  land  or  on  the  water.  Jurisdiction  has  been 
conferred  on  them  of  common  law  and  chancery  in  specified 
eases,  in  every  State  and  Territory  of  the  Union;  but  I  am  not 

VOL.  XX.  20 


S06  SUPREME  COURT. 

aware  that  this  has  been  considered  a  foreign  jurisdiction,  or 
one  that  has  been  dangerous  to  the  people  of  any  State.  Ooi^ 
casional  conflicts  of  jurisdiction  have  arisen  between  this  tri-> 
bunal  and  the  State  courts^  to  preserve  the  rights  guarantied 
by  the  Federal  Constitution;  but  this  became  necessary  in 
maintenance  of  the  fundamental  law  of  the  Union.  And  if 
Congress  should  deem  it  necessary  for  the  regulation  of  our 
internal  commerce,  amounting  to  more  than  ten  hundred  mil- 
lions of  dollars  annually,  to  enact  laws  for  its  protection,  they 
will  no  doubt  be  as  mindful  of  the  rights  of  tiie  States  as  of 
those  who,  by  their  enterprise  and  wealth,  carry  on  tiie  com- 
merce of  the  country. 

Every  one  knows  how  strenuously  the  admiralty  jurisdiction 
was  resisted  in  England  by  the  common-law  lawyers,  headed 
by  Coke.  The  contest  lasted  for  two  centuries.  The  admi- 
ralty  civilians  contended  that  the  statutes  of  Richard  11  and  2 
H.  iV  did  not  curtail  the  ancient  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty 
over  torts  and  injuries  upon  the  high  seas,  and  in  ports  within 
the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  which  was  shown  by  an  exposi- 
tion of  the  ancient  cases,  as  was  opposed  by  the  common4aw 
courts;  but  they  continued  the  contest  until  they  acquired  a 
concurrent  jurisdiction  over  all  maritime  causes,  except  prize. 
The  vice-admiralty  courts  in  this  countiy,  under  the  colonial 
Government,  exercised  jurisdiction  over  all  maritime  contracts, 
and  over  torts  and  injuries,  as  well  in  ports  as  upon  the  hifi^h 
seas,  and  this  was  the  jurisdiction  conrorred  on  our  courts  By 
the  Constitution. 

But  it  was  not  until  a  late  period  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
admiralty  in  England  was  settled  by  the  statute  of  8  and  4  Vic- 
toria,  c.  67,  passed  in  1840.  ^This  is  entitled  *^  An  act  to  im« 
prov^  the  practice  and  extend  the  iurisdiction  of  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  in  England.*'  Ana  it  is  gratifying  to  the  bar  and 
bench  of  this  country  to  know,  that  the  above  statute  has 
placed  the  English  admiralty  substantially  on  the  same  footing 
that  it  is  maintained  in  this  country.  To  this  remark  it  is  be- 
lieved there  are  but  two  or  three  exceptions.  Insurance,  ran- 
som, and  surveys,  are  believed  to  constitute  the  only  excep- 
tions. The  flow  of  the  tide,  as  before  remarked,  is  used  to 
designate  the  navimbleness  of  their  rivers.  Whether  an  in- 
surance is  within  the  admiralty,  has  not  been  considered  by 
this  court  It  is  singular,  that  while  the  English  admiral^,  by 
its  extension,  has  been  placed  substantially  upon  the  same 
basis  as  our  own,  ours  should  be  denounced  as  naving  a  dan- 

Serous  tendenov  upon  our  interests  and  institutions,  and  a 
esire  expressea  to  abandon  the  enlightened  rales  of  the  civil 
law,  and  follow  the  misconstrued  statutes  of  Richard  EL 
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Andqnity  has  its  charms,  as  it  is  rarely  foand  in  the  conw 
moQ  walks  of  professional  life ;  but  it  may  be  doubted  whether 
wisdom  is  not  more  frequently  found  in  experience  and  the 
gradual  progress  of  human  amirs;  and  this  is  especially  the 
TAse  in  all  systems  of  jurisprudence  which  are  matured  by  the 
iirogress  of  human  knowledge.  Whether  it  be  common,  chan4 
eery,  or  admiralty  law,  we  should  be  more  instructed  by  study* 
ing  its  present  aaaptations  to  human  concerns,  than  to  truce  il 
back  to  its  beginnings.  Every  one  is  more  interested  and  de^ 
lighted  to  look  upon  tiie  majestic  and  flowing  river,  than  by 
following  its  current  upwards  until  it  becomes  lost  in  its  moun- 
tain rivmets. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  dissenting: 

Against  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  cause,  and  the  doc- 
trines assumed  m  its  support^  I  feel  constrained  solemnly  to 
protest. 

If  in  the  results  which  have  heretofore  attended  repeated 
efforts  on  my  part  to  assert  what  are  regarded  both  as  the 
sacred  authority  of  the  Constitution  and  the  venerable  dictates 
of  the  law  were  to  be  sought  the  incentive  to  this  remon- 
strance, this  act  might  appear  to  be  without  motive;  for  it 
cannot  be  denied  that  to  earnest  and  successive  remonstrances 
have  succeeded  still  wider  departures  from  restrictions  previ- 
ously recognised,  until  in  the  case  before  us  every  limit  upon 
power,  save  those  which  judicial  discretion  or  the  propensity 
of  the  court  may  think  proper  to  impose,  is  now  cast  aside. 
But  it  is  felt  that  in  the  discharge  of  official  obligation  there 
may^  be  motives  much  higher  than  either  the  prospect  or  the 
attainment  of  success  can  supply;  and  it  may  be  accepted 
as  a  moral  axiom,  that  he  wno,  under  convictions  of  duty, 
cannot  steadily  oppose  his  exertions,  though  feeble  and  un- 
aided, to  the  march  of  power,  when  believed  to  be  wrongful, 
however  overshadowing  it  may  appear,  must  be  an  unsafe  de- 
positary of  either  public  or  private  confidence.  My  convictions 
pledge  me  to  an  unyielding  condemnation  of  pretensions  once 
denominated,  b^  a  distinguished  member  of  this  court,  *^the 
silent  and  stealmff  progress  of  the  admiralty  in  acquiring  ju- 
risdiction to  which  it  has  no  pretensions;"  and  stiu  more  in- 
flexibly of  the  fearful  and  tremendous  assumptions  of  power 
now  openly  proclaimed  for  tribunals  pronounced  by  the  vener- 
able Hale,  by  Coke,  and  by  Blackstone,  and  by  the  authorities 
avouched  for  their  opinions,  to  have  been  merely  tolerated  by,' 
and  always  subordinate  to,  the  authority  of  the  common  law-* 
an  usurpation  licensed  to  overturn  the  most  inveterate  prinei* 
pies  of  tiiat  law;  licensed  ir  its  exercise  to-invade  the  jorisdiO' 
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tioQ  of  ftovereiga  communities,  and  to  defy  and  abro^iate  the 
noat  vital  immanitiee  of  thair  social  or  political  organiaatioiL 
I  oannoty  without  a  sense  of  delinquency,  omit  anv  occasion 
of  protesting  against  what  to  my  mind  is  an  abuse  of  the  great- 
est ma^itude,  and  one  which,  hopeless  as  at  present  the  pros- 
pect of  remedy  may  appear,  it  would  seem  could  require 
nothing  but  attention  to  its  character  and  tendencies  to  insure 
a  corrective.  It  must  of  necessity  be  resisted  in  practice,  aa 
wholly  irreconcilable  with  every  guarantee  of  the  rights  d 

Serson  or  property,  or  with  the  power  of  internal  police  in  the 
tates. 

Having,  in  cases  formerly  before  this  courts  (vid.  6  How.,  p, 
895  et  seq.,  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Company  v.  Mer- 
chants' Bank;  10  How.^.  607,  Newton  v.  Stebbius;  12  How., 
466,  Genesee  Chief  v.  Fitzhueh;  18  How.,  p.  269,  Ward  v 
Peck;)  traced  with  some  care  the  origin  of  the  admiralty  juris- 
diction in  England,  and  the  modes  and  limits  to  which  that 
Jurisdiction  was  there  subjected,  no  &rther  reference  will  here 
be  made  to  the  authorities  by  which  that  iuvesti^tion  has 
been  ^ided,  than  is  necessaiy  to  illustrate  the  origin  and  ex* 
tent  of  the  like  jurisdiction  as  appertaining  to  the  tribumdn  of 
the  United  States.  Amongst  the  novelties  which  are  daily 
brought  to  notice,  it  would  not  awaken  very  great  surprise  to 
hear  it  contended,  in  the  support  of  a  favorite  theory  or  posi* 
sion,  that  the  admiralty  courts  of  England  were  not  sovemed 
by  the  laws  and  ordinances  of  that  country,  or  in  effect  that 
Itfigland  did  not  govern  herself;  but  has  been,  and  still  is^ 
eontrolled  by  some  foreign  or  extraneous  authority.  SomOi^ 
thing  not  unlike  this  strange  idea  has,  on  more  than  one  oo« 
oasion,  been  intimated;  and  with  respect  to  her  colonies^ 
strictly  subordinate  as  diey  are  known  to  have  ever  been  ia 

Eolitical  and  legislative  power  to  the  mother  country,  it  has  been 
,  roadly  asserted  that  these  have  been  released  from  the  re8tri<^ 
tions  upon  the  admiralty  in  the  mother  country,  whilst  thia 
emancipation  is  coupled  with  the  incongruous  position  that 
they  (and  the  United  States,  as  once  formmg  a  portion  of  thoaa 
oolonies)  are  more  or  less  subject  to  the  admiralty  regulatioQa 
of  every  petty  community  in  the  world.  I  am  constrained  to 
repel  such  an  ar^ment^  if  argument  it  can  be  called,  as  con* 
sonant  neither  with  reason  nor  historical  accuracy.  The  only 
known  diiierence  between  the  administration  in  admiralty 
courts  in  the  mother  country  and  in  her  American  colonies^ 
was  created  by  express  staM^^  with  reference  to  the  revenm;, 
was  limited  to  the  siujgle  regulation  prescribed  by  the  statute; 
and  has,  by  every  wnter  upon  the  8ubiect»  been  treated  as  a 
qpseW  direetion,  applicable  solely  to  tua  matter  of  which  it 
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tMittd*  and  as  neither  entering  into,  nor  dedacible  from,  any 
NgQJur  and  constitutional  attribate  of  the  admiralty  jansdio- 
tion.  It  was  an  exeeption,  an  anomaly,  and  in  its  nature  and 
operation  was  unique  and  solitary.  Of  the  same  character, 
precisely,  is  the  provision  of  the  eleventh  section  of  the  judi* 
eiar^  act  of  1789,  which  invests  the  District  CoLrts  with  juris- 
diction in  cases  of  seizure  under  the  laws  of  imposts  of  the 
United  States.  This  provision  confers,  in  the  first  place,  in 
general  terms,  without  limitation,  on  the  District  Courts,  adr 
miraUy  and  maritime  jwrisdkimu  So  far,  then,  as  it  was  the 
purpose  to  constitute  these  tribunals  courts  of  admiralty,  the 
jurudiction  conferred  by  the  language  of  the  act  just  quoted 
was  complete.  The  District  Courts  were  thereby  created  courts 
of  admiralty  to  all  intents  and  purposes;  but  the  section  goes 
on  to  add  to  the  powers  of  the  District  Courts,  the  cognizance 
of  other  subjects  not  regularly  appertaining  to  the  jurisdiction 
0f  the  admiralty,  viz:  of  seizures  under  the  laws  of  imposts;  sub- 
jects belon^u^  to  a  class  which  was  in  England  peculiarly 
eognizable  m  the  court  of  exchequer,  and  under  the  authority 
and  process  of  the  common  law. 

The  conclusion,  then,  from  the  eleventh  section  of  the  judi- 
ciary act,  is  inevitably  this :  that  the  power  thereby  vested  with 
respect  to  seizureSy  is  not  an  admirmjf  power — ^was  never  con- 
ferred by  the  investment  of  admiralty  power  in  accordance  with 
the  Constitution;  but  is  in  its  character  distinct  therefrom, 
and  is  peculiar  and  limited  in  its  extent.  Such  appears  to  have 
been  the  opinion  of  two  distinguished  commentators  upon  the 
admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  Chan- 
cellor Kent  and  Mr.  Dane;  the  former  of  whom,  in  the  Ist  vol. 
of  his  Commentaries,  p.  876,  holds  this  language:  '* Congress 
had  a  right,  in  their  discretion,  to  make  all  seizures  and  forfeit* 
nres  cognizable  in  the  District  Courts;  but  it  may  be  a  ques- 
tion whether  they  had  any  right  to  declare  them  to  be  cases 
of  admiralty  jurisdiction,  if  they  were  not  so  by  the  law  of  tlia 
land  when  the  Constitution  was  made.  The  Constitution  se- 
eeres  to  the  citizen  trial  by  jury  in  all  criminal  prosecntionSi 
and  in  all  civil  suits  at  common  law  where  the  value  in  con- 
troversy exceeds  twenty  dollars.  These  prosecutions  for  foi^ 
feitures  of  large  and  valuable  portions  of  property,  under  tha 
revenue  laws,  are  highly  penal  in  their  consequences;  and  the 
€kyvemment  and  its  officers  are  always  parties,  and  deeply  con* 
eemed  in  the  conviction  and  forfeiture.  And  if,  by  act  of 
Oongress  or  bv  judicial  decisions,  the  prosecution  can  be  turned 
tfrer  to  the  admiralty  side  of  the  District  Court,  as  being  nei- 
ther a  criminal  prosecution  nor  a  suit  ait  common  law,  tiie  trial 
6f  the  cause  is  then  transferred  from  a  jury  ct  the  coanlry  «a 
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tihi^  breast  of  a  single  judge.  It  is  probable,  however,  that  th^ 
judiciary  act  did  not  intend  to  do  more  than  to  declare  the  jo^ 
risdiction  of  the  District  Courts  over  these  cases;  and  that  aH 
the  prosecutions  for  penalties  and  forfeitures  upon  seizures  un*> 
der  Taws  of  imposts,  navi^tion,  and  trade,  were  not  to  be  con- 
sidered of  admiralty  jurisdiction  when  the  case  admitted  of  a 
prosecution  at  common  law;  for  the  act  saves  to  sailors  in  oil 
eases  the  right  to  a  common-law  remedy,  where  the  common 
law  was  competent  to  give  it  We  have  seen  that  it  is  com*- 
petent  to  give  it;  because,  under  the  vigorous  system  of  the 
English  law,  such  prosecutions  in  rem  are  in  the  exchequer^ 
according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law;  and  it  may  be 
doubted  whether  the  case  of  La  Vengeance,  on  which  all  sub- 
sequent decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  have  rested,  was  auflS- 
ciently  considered.  The  vice-admiralty  courts  in  this  country 
when  we  were  colonies,  and  also  in  the  West  Indies,  obtained 
-jurisdiction  in  revenue  ccmses  to  an  extent  totally  unknown  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  admiralty,  and  with  powers  as 
enlarged  as  those  claimed  at  the  present  day.  But  tnis  exten- 
sion, ly  siatuUy  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  American  vice-admi- 
^Ity  courts  beyond  their  ancient  limits  to  revenue  cases  and 
penalties,  was  much  discusf^ied  and  complained  of  at  the  com- 
^mencement  of  the  Revolution."  Judge  Conkling  also,  in  his 
/Treatise  on  the  Admiralty,  vol.  2,  p.  891,  says:  "In  England, 
all  revenue  seizures  are  cognizable  exclusiveb/  in  the  exchequer; 
and  such  of  them  as  are  co^izable  on  the  admiralty  side  of 
the  District  Courts  of  the  United  States  are  made  so  crd^  bg 
force  of  a  legisUxtive  acV" 

.  Prom  the  above  exposition  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  vice* 
^miralty  courts  in  the  British  colonies,  it  is  manifest  that 
neither  by  custom  nor  practice,  nor  by  positive  enactment,  has 
there  ever  been  createa  in  those  courts  any  power  or  jurisdic- 
tion appertaining  to  their  character  and  constitution  strictlv  as 
courts  of  admiralty,  which  they  did  not  derive  regularly  by  their 
commission  from  the  Lord  High  Admiral.  Brown,  in  his  Civil 
^nd  Admiralty  Law,  vol.  2,  p.  490,  says  of  these  courts,  "that 
all  i>owers  of  the  vice-admiraltycourts  within  His  Migest^'s 
-dominions  are  derived  from  the  High  Admiral,  or  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Admiralty  in  England,  as  inherent  and  incident  tp 
that  office.  Accordingly,  by  virtue  of  their  commission,  the 
Lords  of  the  Admiralty  are  authorized  to  erect  vice-admiralty 
courts  m  Norik  America^  the  West  Indies,  and  the  settlements 
jof  the  East  Lidia  Company;  and  in  case  any  |>erson  be  a^ 
grieved  by  sentence,  or.  interlocutory  decree  having  the  force 
Sf  a  sentence,  he  may  appeal  to  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty/' 
i8a,;  tooi,  Blaokstone,  vol.  8,  p.  68,  says;   "Appeals  from  the 
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vice-admiralty  courts  m  Amerioaj  and  our  other  plantatione  and 
BettlementB,  may  be  brought  before  the  courts  of  admiralty  in 
England,  as  being  a  branch  of  the  Admiral's  jurisdiction." 

fi  may  here  be  pertinently  asked,  how,  with  this  exposition 
of  the  law,  can  be  reconciled  the  assertion  tiiat  at  the  time  of 
the  American  Revolution,  and  down  to  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  there  were  vested  in  the 
colonial  courts  of  England,  and  were  appropriate  to  them  as- 
courts  of  admiralty,  powers  which  never  were  vested  in  their 
superior,  by  whom  they  were  created,  and  by  whom  they  were 
to  be  supervised  and  controlled  ?  With  perfect  respect,  it  would 
9eem  to  implv  an  incongruity,  if  not  an  absurdity,  to  ascribe  to 
any  tribunal  an  appellate  or  revisory  power  with  reference 
to  matters  beyond  its  le^timate  jurisdiction,  and  which  con- 
fessedly belonged  to  a  dinerent  authority.  Yet  is  this  asser- 
tion of  jurisdiction  in  admiralty  in  the  colonial  courts  beyond 
that  of  their  creator  and  superior,  constantly  renewed  argtiendOy 
whilst,  in  reply  to  repeated  challenges  of  authority  by  which 
the  assumption  may  be  sustained,  not  one  adjudication  in  point 
has  been  adduced.  Again,  it  may  be  asked  whether,  in  the 
history  of  jurisprudence,  another  instance  can  be  found  in 
which  it  is  alleged  that  a  sysienfty  a  corpus  jvris,  has  grown  up 
and  been  established,  and  yet  not  an  ingredients  not  a  frag- 
ment of  any  such  ^stem  can  be  discovered?  But  there  have 
Deen  decisions  which  were  made  in  this  country— decisions 
cotemporaneous  with  the  event  of  the  separation  from  the 
mother  country ;  but  these  decisions,  respectable  for  their  learn- 
ing and  ability,  so  far  from  sustaining  the  obiter  assertion  above 
mentioned,  divest  it  of  even  plausibility;  for  they  affirm  and 
mamtain  a  complete  conformity  and  subordination  of  the  ad- 
miralty jurisdiction  in  the  colonies,  to  that  which  had  prevailed 
in  England  from  the  time  of  the  statutes  of  Richard,  and  from 
the  days  of  Owen,  Brownlow,  Hobart,  Fortescue,  and  Coke. 
I  refer  to  the  case  of  Clinton  v.  The  Briff  Hannah,  decided  by 
Judge  Hopkinson,  of  Pennsylvania,  in  1781,  and  the  case  of 
Shrewsbury  v.  The  Sloop  Two  Friends,  decided  by  Judge  Bee^ 
of  South  Carolina,  in  1786.  And,  indeed,  the  phrase  ''admi- 
ralty  jurisdiction,"  except  in  the  acceptation  received  W  as 
from  the  English  courts,  is  without  intelligible  or  definite 
meaning,  for  under  no  other  system  of  jurisprudence  is  the 
law  of  tiie  marine  known  to  be  administered  under  the  same 
organization. 

Let  us  now  take  a  view  of  the  claims  advanced  for  the  ad- 
miralty power,  in  its  constant  attempts  at  encroachment  upon 
the  prmciples  and  genius  of  the  common  law,  and  of  our  repab« 
lican  and  peculiar  institutions,  at  least  from  the  decision  in  tlM 
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of  the  Thomaa  Jeffiorson,  in  the  10th  of  Wheaton,  p.  4S()»  ^ 

to  that  of  the  Oeneaee  Chief  t?.  Fitshugh,  in  the  12th  of  How- 
ard, 443,  inciaflive;  this  laet  a  caae,  to  my  apprehension,  more 
remarkable  and  more  startling  aa  an  aasamption  of  judicial 
power  than  any  which  the  judicial  history  of  the  country  haa 
hitherto  disclosed,  prior  to  the  case  now  under  consideration. 
By  the  statute  of  13th  Richard  II,  cap.  15th,  it  is  enacted, 
that  **the  Admirals  and  their  deputies  shall  meddle  with  noth« 
log  done  within  the  realm^  but  only  with  things  done  upon  the 
#00;*'  and  by  the  15th  of  Richard  II,  cap.  8d,  <Hhat  in  all  con« 
tracts,  pleas,  and  quarrels,  and  other  things  done  within  the 
bodies  of  counties,  by  land  or  woUety  the  Admiral  shall  have  no 
cognisance,  but  they  shall  be  tried  by  the  law  of  the  land." 
The  language  of  these  provisions  is  truly  remarkable.  By  that 
of  the  iirst  is  denounced  the  exclusion,  utterly,  of  the  Admiral's 
power  from  the  entire  realm;  by  that  of  the  second,  is  as  ex- 
plicitly denied  to  him  all  cognizance  of  things  done  in  the  bodies 
of  the  counties^  either  by  land  or  by  wcUer.    And  the  statute  of  | 

Uenry  IV,  cap.  11,  by  way  of  insuring  a  sanction  of  these  I 

exclusions,  provides,  "that  he  who  finds  himself  aggrieved  | 

against  the  form  of  the  statutes  of  Richard,  shall  have  his  ao-  , 

tion  grounded  upon  the  case  against  him  who  so  pursues  in  the  ^ 

admiralty,  and  recover  double  damages."  Lord  Hale,  in  his 
History  of  the  Common  Law,  speaking  of  the  court  of  admiralty, 
says,  (p.  51:)  "This  court  is  not  bottomed  or  founded  upon 
the  authority  of  the  civil  law,  but  hath  both  its  powers  and 
jurisdiction  by  the  law  and  custom  of  the  realm  in  such  mat- 
ters as  are  proper  for  its  cognizance."  And  again,  in  an  end* 
meration  of  matters  not  within  the  cognizance  of  the  admiralty, 
he  continues:  "So  also  of  damages  in  navigahle  rivers  toUhin  the 
bodies  of  eoimtieSy  things  done  upon  the  shore  at  low- water  mark,  • 

wreck  of  the  sea,  &c.;  these  thin^  belong  not  to  tbe  Admiral's 
jurisdiction."  And  the  cause,  the  only  cause  assi^hed  as  the 
foundation  of  that  jurisdiction,  is  the  peculiar  locality  of  each 
instance,  viz:  its  bein^  neither  within  tbe  body  of  any  county 
or  vicinage,  nor  infra  fauces  terrcSy  so  that  the  venue  or  pays  can 
be  summoned  for  its  trial.  No  one  pretends  to  doubt  that  thuii 
0tood  the  admiralty  law  of  the  realm  of  England  at  the  period 
of  separation  from  the  American  colonies,  and  perhaps  in  the 
particulars  above  mentioned  it  may  remain  the  unchanged  laW 
of  that  country  to  the  present  moment,  as  it  is  a  fhct  recorded 
in  history,  that  for  a  departure  from  that  law,  one  of  the  mort 
learned  and  brilliant  of  her  admiralty  judges  (Sir  William  1 

Scott,  afterwards  Lord  Stowell)  was  condemned  in  a  very 
hea^  verdict.  Such,  I  say,  was  the  law  of  the  realm  of  Irie 
iMd,  and  I  think  that  the  fiillacy  or  pretence  of  any  aiuakffffm 
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%h€  idmiraltjr  law  proper  of  thftt  fealm,  in  ita  applicatioik  toth^ 
toldaied,  has  been  clearly  demonstrated. 

The  admiralty  law  of  England,  according  to  every  accomte 
leet»  wae  the  admiralty  law  of  the  United  StatCB  at  the  period 
0f  tiie  adoption  of  the  Constitution.  It  is  pertinent  in  thii 
tlace  to  remark,  that  the  jariadiction  of  the  admiralty  having 
Deen,  both  hj  the  common  law  and  by  the  language  of  the 
itatutes  of  Pichard  11  and  Henry  IV,  excluded  not  only  from 
the  body  of  the  counties,  both  on  the  land  and  on  the  water» 
and  even  from  the  realm^  it  followed,  ex  etmsequentiy  that  the 
locality  of  that  jurisdiction  was  (and  necessarily  so)  within  the 
ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.  Hence,  it  is  more  than  probable, 
arose  the  adoption  and  use  of  the  phrase  as  a  portion  of  the 
description  of  the  locus  of  that  jurisdiction,  viz :  that  it  waa 
mariHrnty  i.  e.,  connected  with  or  was  upon  the  sea,  and  waa 
neither  upon  the  land  nor  within  the  fauces  terrcBj  nor  upon  any 
Aavigable  water  within  a  county,  and  was  within  the  ebb  ana 
flow  of  the  tide. 

Under  such  a  state  of  the  admiralty  law,  conceded  to  be  the 
law  of  England,  and  as  I  contend,  the  law  of  the  United  States, 
came  before  this  court  for  decision  the  case  of  the  Thomas  Jeffer- 
son, in  the  10th  of  Wheaton,  p.  428.  In  this  case,  not  a  single 
ingredient  required  by  the  English  cases  to  give  jurisdiction 
existed.  It  could  by  no  possibility  or  by  any  propriety  of  lan- 
guage be  styled  maritmey  as  every  fact  it  presented  occurred 
at  the  distance  of  a  thousand  miles^^from  the  ocean,  and  it  could 
not  be  shown  that  there  ever  existed  a  tide  in  the  water-course 
on  which  the  occurrences  that  produced  the  suit  originated. 
7et,  in  the  absence  of  these  essential  ingredients  of  admiraltv 
jurisdiction,  the  court,  with  that  greed  for  power  by  which 
courts  are  so  often  impelled  beyond  the  line  of  strict  propriety, 
makes  a  query,  whether,  under  the  show  of  regulating  commerce^ 
0«>ngress  might  not  assert  a  distinctive  and  original  authority, 
vi«:  the  power  of  the  admiralty.  The  court,  however,  felt 
itself  constrained  to  concede  the  necessity  of  a  locality  within 
the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  and  for  the  want  of  that  requisite 
to  deny  the  jurisdiction. 

In  the  case  of  Peroux  v.  Howard,  7  Pet.,  524,  the  necessi^ 
for  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide  to  give  jurisdiction  is  eaually 
conceded ;  but  the  court,  in  order  to  maintain  its  power,  deems 
itself  authorised  to  appeal  virtute  q^liciij  not  to  the  attraction  of 
the  moon,  the  received  philosophic  explanation  of  this  phe* 
aoftienon,  but  to  the  current  of  the  Mississippi,  which,  in  we- 
dlpitating  itself  upon  the  waters  of  the  Gulf,  occasions,  they 
i»y,  bv  conflict  with  the  latter,  some  chanms  in  the  rise  and 
fldi  d(  the  river  at  New  Oriean!^.    This  juaiebU  theory  of  thv 
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tides  posseBsea  at  least  the  characteristic  of  novelty.  Whether 
it  will  be  accepted,  and  find  a  place  in  the  annals  of  scientific, 
discovery,  may  admit  of  some  donbt. 

Next  follows  in  order  of  time  the  case  of  the  Steamboat 
Kew  Orleans  v.  Phoebas  et  al.,  11  Pet.,  p.  175.  In  this  case,, 
as  in  that  of  Peroux  v.  Howard,  the  vessel  libelled  was  in  the 
same  city  of  New  Orleans,  one  of  the  termini  of  her  trading 
Yovages,  and  adjudged  by  the  case  last  mentioned  to  be  within  the 
ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.  It  was  contended  by  the  counsel  for 
the  claimants  of  the  steamboat  New  Orleans,  a  gentleman  now 
upon  this  bench,  that  the  situation  of  the  steamboat  libelled  in 
each  case,  as  conferring  jurisdiction  by  reason  of  locality,  was 
identical ;  and  it  surpasses  any  acumen  I  possess,  to  perceive 
any  real  distinction  between  the  cases.  The  court,  however, 
speaking  through  the  late  Justice  Story,  (whom  none  could 
ever  suspect  of  anjr  Jeaning  against  the  admiralty,^  insisting 
with  consistent  pertinacity  on  the  requisite  of  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  the  tide^  said :  '^  The  case  is  not  one  of  a  steamboat  engaged 
m  maritime  trade  and  navigation.  Though  in  her  voyages 
she  may  have  touched  at  one  terminus  of  them  in  tide^waJUrSy 
her  employment  has  been  substantially  on  other  waters.  The 
admiralty  has  not  any  jurisdiction  over  vessels  employed  on 
such  voyages  in  cases  of  disputes  between  part  owners.  The 
true  test  of  its  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  of  this  sort  is,  whether 
the  vessel  be  engaged  substantially  in  maritime  navigation,  or 
in  interior  navigation  and  trade  not  on  tide-watera.  m  the  lat- 
ter case,  there  is  no  jurisdiction.  So  that,  in  this  view,  the 
District  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  steamboat  involved 
in  the  present  controversy,  as  she  was  wholly  engaged  in  voy* 
ages  on  such  interior  waters." 

In  the  case  of  Waring  et  al.  v.  Clark,  in  the  5th  of  How., 
441,  and  in  that  of  the  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Com- 

{>any  v.  The  Merchants'  Bank,  in  the  6th  of  How.,  844,  anoma- 
ous  as  these  cases  appear  to  me,  and  wholly  unsustained 
either,  as  I  deem  them,  bv  English  precedent  or  by  that  con- 
struction of  the  Federal  (Constitution  which  is  warranted,  nay 
demanded,  by  the  language  of  the  Constitution,  by  history,  or 
precedent,  yet  they  both  concur  in  establishing  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  the  tide  as  the  test  of  jurisdiction  in  the  admiralty.  As,  for 
example,  in  the  former  of  these  last-mentioned  cases,  the  court 
announces  the  conclusion  at  which  it  had  arrived,  and  which 
it  proi>osed  to  demonstrate  by  argument  and  authoritv,  in  the 
following  terms,  viz :  '<  It  is  the  first  time  that  the  point  has  been 
distinctly  presented  to  this  court,  whether  a  case  of  collision 
in  our  nvers,  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  is  within  the  adml-. 
T^ty  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  if  the  locality 
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^  be,  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  ased  by  the  common-law  judges  in 

England,  infra  corpus  comitatus.  It  is  this  point  that  we  are 
now  aboat  to  decide,  and  it  is  oar  wish  that  nothing  which 
may  be  said  in  the  course  of  our  remarks  shall  be  extended  to 
emorace  any  other  case  of  contested  admiralty  jurisdiction/' 
Thus,  too,  in  the  second  of  these  cases,  Nelson,  J.,  as  the  or- 
gan of  the  majority  of  the  court,  p.  892,  propounds  these  prop- 
ositions: ^'On  looking  into  the  several  cases  in  admiralty 
Which  have  come  before  this  court,  and  in  which  its  jurisdic* 
tion  was  involved  or  came  under  observation,  it  will  be  found 
that  the  inquiry  has  been,  not  into  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  admiralty  in  England,  but  into  the  nature  and 
subject-matter  of  the  contract,  whether  it  was  a  maritime 
contract,  and  the  service  a  maritime  service,  to  be  per- 
formed upon  the  sea,  or  upon  waiers  within  the  ebb  oM  flow  of 
*  the  Hde."  And  again:  ''The  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  admi- 
ralty was  conferred  on  the  National  Government,  as  closer 
ly  connected  with  the  grant  of  the  commercial  power.  It  is  a 
nunntime  court,  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  administering  the 
law  of  the  seas.  There  seems  to  oe  ground,  therefore,  for  re- 
straining its  jurisdiction  in  some  measure  within  the  grant  of 

i  the  commercial  power,  which  would  confine  it  in  cases  of  con- 

tracts to  those  concerning  the  navigation  and  trade  of  the 
country,  tqnm  the  high  seas  <md  tide-toaterSy  with  foreign  countries, 
tad  amongst  the  several  States.  Contracts  growing  out  of  the 
purely  internal  commerce  of  the  State,  as  well  as  commerce  Ae- 
yond  tide-waters,  are  generallv  domestic  in  their  origin  and  ope-* 
ration,  and  could  scarcely  have  been  intended  to  be  drawn 
within  the  cognizance  of  the  Federal  courts." 

These  several  decisions,  founded,  as  they  are  believed  to 
have  been,  in  error,  and  upon  a  misconstruction  of  the  law,  of 
the  Constitution,  and  the  history  of  the  country,  in  so  far  a» 
thev  sought  to  permit  invasions  of  the  territorial,  municipal,, 
and  political  ri^nts  of  the  States,  are,  nevertheless,  not  entire^ 
ly  without  their  value.  By  the  limit  they  prescribed  to  the 
admiralty,  viz:  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  they  at  least  re-, 
jected  the  ambitious  claim  to  undefined  and  undefinable  iudi- 
oial  discretion  over  the  Constitution  and  the  law,  (and  the 
indispensable  territorial  rights  of  the  States,)  and  so  far  fortified 
the  foundations  of  a  Government,  based,  in  theory  at  any  rate,- 
upon  restricted  and  exactly-defined  delegations  of  power  oii\y.^ 
It  was  under  the  stress  of  the  aforegoing  decisions,  and,  as  ii^ 

I  well  known,  upon  an  application  of  a  portion  of  this  courts, 

ttiat  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  26,  1845,  cap.  22,  wai^ 
passed,  with  the  sole  view  of  extending  the  admiralt^^  jurisdic^ 
tion  to  cases  arising  nnon  the  lakes,  and  upon  the  rive,r8  jcioja- 
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OMtiiiff  the  iaid  lakes,  on  which  there  were  no  tides,  and  wfaidi 
(t  e.j  me  lakes)  were  within  no  State  limits.  Here,  then,  w% 
have  the  exception,  the  solitary  exception,  fortifying  the  gen* 
6ral  mle  as  to  the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  which  jurisdiction  is 
anin  described  and  defined  in  this  provision  of  the  statute 
above  quoted,  as  existing  upon  the  high  seas  or  upon  the  tid^ 
mains  of  the  United  States  onl^. 

This  interference  by  the  legislative  department  of  the  Qo?w 
«rnment,  elicited,  too,  by  the  judiciary  department,  whether 
within  the  competency  of  the  former,  under  the  Constitution^ 
w  not,  must  be  received  by  every  reasonable  rule  of  induction 
as  a  concession,  by  both,  that  there  existed  a  propriety  or  neoe» 
aity  for  the  enlargement  of  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  over  the 
lakes,  and  the  rivers  which  connected  them,  in  which  there 
were  no  tides,  and  that  whatever  extension  was  either  called 
lor  or  made  must  be  the  result  of  legislative  action,  and  not  of 
mere  judicial  discretion.  The  repeated  and  explicit  decisions 
ef  this  court  alreadv  cited,  and  the  act  of  Congress  of  184& 
flii^ht,  it  is  supposed,  have  been  regarded  as  some,  earnest  ot 
uniformity  and  certainty  in  defining  the  admiralty  jurispm* 
demce  of  the  United  States,  at  least  upon  the  points  adjudged^ 
juid  as  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute;  but,  in  this  a^  otpro* 

CeSfs^  such  anticipations  are  held  to  be  amonerst  the  wildest  faU 
cios.  It  is  now  discovered  that  the  principles  asserted  by  the 
admiralty  courts  in  England,  or  said  to  have  been  propounded 
by  the  mysterious,  unedited^  and  unproduced  proceedings  of 
the  colonial  vice-admiralty  courts,  so  otlen  avouched  here  in 
argument;  the  decisions  of  this  court  and  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1845,  are  all  to  be  thrown  aside,  as  wnolly  erroneous. 
That  the  admiralty  power  is  not  to  be  restricted  by  its  eflect 
Qpon  the  territorial,  political,  or  municipal  rights  and  instita- 
tlons  upon  which  it  may  be  brought  to  bear,  nor  by  any  checlai 
from  the  authority  of  the  common  law.  That  there  is  but  one 
rale  by  which  its  extent  is  to  be  computed,  and  that  is  the  rale 
which  measures  it  by  miles  or  leagues;  that  the  scale  for  its 
admeasurement  can  be  applied  only  as  the  discretion  of  the 
judiciarv  may  determine,  upon  its  necessity  or  policy,  irrespect* 
ive  of  the  Constitution,  the  statute,  or  the  character  of  the 
element  on  which  it  is  to  be  exerted,  or  the  adjudications  of 
this  court  on  this  last  point.  That  the  admiralty  of  the  fixed 
and  limited  realm  of  England,  and  as  known  to  the  framersef 
the  Constitution,  cannot  be  the  admiralty  of  this  day;  and,  of 
eonrse,  the  admiralty  of  our  time  and  of  our  present  day  mask 
be  changed  according  to  the  judf^ient  or  discretion  of  Ihe 
eoQfts,  in  the  event  of  farther  acquisitions  of  territory* 
8Qch  are  the  conclusions  regulariy  dedueible  firem  the4>pia» 
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IM  of  thk  court  in  the  osm  of  the  Qenesee  Chief-^conetfiMMMi 
in  my  delibentte  jadgment^  the  mogt  startling  and  dangenme 
iDQOvatioiis,  anterior  to  that  deciaion,  erer  attempted  npon  the 

gowen  and  rights  of  internal  govemment  appertaining  to  the 
tatee*  Speaking  of  the  case  of  Waring  v.  Clark,  the  eonrt 
iay,  p.  456  of  12  How.:  **  The  majority  of  the  conrt  thought  them 
was  sufficient  proof  of  tide  there,  and  consequently  it  was  not 
necessary  to  consider  whether  the  admiralty  power  extended 
higher.  But  that  case  showed  the  unreasonableness  of  giving 
a  construction  to  the  Constitution  which  would  measure  the 
iurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  by  the  Ode."  It  may,  I  think,  be 
here  pertinently  inquired,  whetlier  the  natund  and  appropriate 
limit  of  a  jurisdiction,  admitted  by  all  to  be  maritime^  can  be 
the  more  reasonably  measured  by  the  element  on  which  alone 
that  jurisdiction  is  authorized  to  act,  for  which  alone  existence 
has  been  ^ven  it,  or  by  an  indefinite,  arbitrary,  and  mutable 
mathematical  or  geographical  extension  ?  Again,  it  is  said  by 
^e  court,  (p.  457,)  speaking  of  the  limitation  resulting  from 
the  character  of  the  river:  '^If  such  be  the  construction,  then 
a  line  drawn  across  the  river  Mississippi  would  limit  the  juris- 
diction, although  there  were  ports  of  entry  above  it,  and  water 
as  deep  and  navigable,  and  the  commerce  as  rich  and  exposed 
to  the  same  hazards  and  incidents  as  the  commerce  below." 
If  the  experience  of  a  pretty  long  official  life  had  not  familiar- 
ized me  with  instances,  unhappily  not  a  few,  in  which  the 
meaning  and  objects  of  the  Constitution  and  the  just  influence 
of  the  actually  surrounding  condition  of  the  country  when  that 
instrument  was  framed  have  been  lost  sight  of  or  made  to  yield 
to  some  prevailine  vogue  of  the  times,  I  confess  that  some  but* 
prise  would  havel>een  felt  at  the  seeming  forgetfulness  ot  ihB 
court  in  giving  utterance  to  the  expressions  above  quoted^  of 
tiM  &c*By  that  when  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  there  wm 
MO  such  navigation  as  that  on  the  Mississippi  then  known--iia 
mch  river  was  then  possessed  by  the  United  States;  that  ^ 
Oonstitution  was  formed  by,  and  for,  a  coexisting  political  and 
eivil  association ;  was  designed  to  be  adapted  to  that  state  of 
tlungs;  and  was  in  itself  complete,  and  fully  adapted  to  the 
ends  and  snlgects  to  which  it  was  intended  to  be  applied.  And 
but  for  the  reason  or  the  examples  above  referred  to,  the  greater 
surprise  would  have  been  awakened  by  the  disregard  mam 
iMted,  in  the  reasoning  of  the  court,  to  this  fl^reat  fandamental 
principle  of  republican  government,  that  if  the  Constitutioa 
was,  at  the  penod  of  its  adoption,  or  h^  since,  by  the  muta* 
tioBS  of  time  and  events,  become  inadeouate  to  acc(»nplish  the 
objeeta  of  its  creation,  it  belongs  exclusively  to  those  who 
fmnad  it|  and  in  whom  resides  the  rigHt  to  alter  or  abolish  it| 
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to  remedy  itB  defects.  No  Bach  power  can  exist  with  thos^ 
who  are  the  creatures  of  the  Constitation,  clothed  with  the 
humbler  office  of  executing  the  provisions  of  that  instrument. 
Suppose,  at  the  time  of  its  adoption,  the  Constitution  was  uni* 
versally  believed  to  be  defective,  in  many  respects  essentially 
defective,  would  such  a  conviction  have  rendered  it  less  the 
Constitution?  Would  it  have  lessened  in  any  decree  the  obli- 
gation  of  obedience  to  it,  or  changed  the  power  wnence  a  rem« 
edy  for  its  defects  was  to  be  derived?  Could  the  judiciary, 
without  usurpation,  have  essayed  such  a  remedy  ?  It  is  con- 
ceded by  the  court,  that  at  the  time  of  forming  the  Constitu- 
tion the  admiralty  jurisprudence  of  England  was  the  only  sys- 
tem known  and  practiced  in  this  country;  it  is  admitted,  also, 
that  the  English  system  was  limited  in  theory  and  practice  to 
the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.  It  is  farther  admitted,  that  at 
the  time  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  and  our  courts  of  ad- 
miralty went  into  operation,  the  definition  which  had  been 
adopted  in  England  v>a8  equally  proper  here.  These  admissions 
form  a  virtual  surrender  or  anything  like  a  foundation  on  which 
the  decision  of  the  court  could  be  rested,  either  in  the  case  of 
the  Gtenesee  Chief  or  in  this  case  depending  on  that  alone. 
For,  if  it  be  admitted  that  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution  the  admiralty  rule  in  England  limited  the  juris- 
diction to  tide-waterSy  and  that  the  same  rule  was  adopted  and 
was  proper  here,  it  follows,  by  inevitable  induction,  that  the 
jurisdiction  intended  to  be  created  by  the  Constitution  was 
that  which  was  the  only  one  then  known,  and  which,  in  the 
language  of  this  court,  was  then  proper  here,  (as  the  Constitu- 
tion cannot  be  supposed  to  establish  anything  unauthorized  or 
improper,)  and  necessarily  was  complete,  and  adapted  to  the 
existing  state  of  thines.  And  this  inquiry,  therefore,  forces 
itself  upon  us,  viz :  if  the  system  was  thus  limited,  and  wad 
ficnown  to  be  so  by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution,  and  if  this 
instrument  was  designed  to  be  applicable  to  the  existing  state 
of  things,  and  was  complete  in  itself,  in  all  its  delegations  of 
and  restrictions  upon  power,  where  is  to  be  sought  the  right  or 
power  to  enlarge  or  to  diminish  the  effect  or  meaning  of  thd 
instrument  to  make  it  commensurate  with  a  predicament  or 
state  of  thinffs  not  merely  not  existing  when  the  Constitution 
was  framed,  but  which  was  not  even  within  the  contemplation 
of  those  by  whom  it  was  created?  Such  a  power  could  not 
exist  in  the  legislature,  the  only  branch  of  the  Government  on 
which  anything  like  a  faculty  to  ori^nate  measures  was  oon* 
ferred;  much  less  could  it  be  claimed  by  functionarie9  who  have 
not,  and  rightfully  cannot  have,  any  creative  fitculties,  but  whose 
capacities  and  duties  are  nsstricted  to  an  interpretation  of  the 
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CoDstitation  and  lawa  as  they  should  have  been  fitirly  ez* 
pounded  at  the  times  of  their  enactment. 

But  the  courts  after  having  declared  the  correctness  of  the* 
English  rule  and  its  adoption  here,  go  on  to  say,  nevertheless, 
"that  a  definition  which  would  at  this  day  limit  public  rivers 
to  Hde-tDOier  rivers  is  wholly  inadmissible."  Ana  why?  Be- 
cause  the  Constitution,  either  bv  express  language  or  by  neces- 
sary implication,  recognises  or  looks  to  any  change  or  enlarge- 
ment in  the  principles  or  the  extent  of  admiralty  jurisdiction  ? 
Oh,  no!  For  no  such  reason  as  this.  "But  we  have  now  (say 
tibe  court)  thousands  of  miles  of  public  navigable  water,  in- 
cluding lakes  and  rivers,  in  which  there  is  no  tide."  Such  is 
the  argument  of  the  court,  and,  correctly  interpreted,  it  amounts 
to  this:  The  Constitution,  which  at  its  adoption  suited  per- 
fectly well  the  situation  of  the  country,  and  which  then  was 
unquestionably  of  supreme  authority,  we  now  adjudge  to  have 
become  unequal  to  the  exigencies  of  the  times;  it  must  there- 
fore be  substituted  by  something  more  efficient;  and  as  the 
people,  and  the  States,  and  the  Federal  Legislature,  are  tardy 
or  delinquent  in  making  this  substitution,  the  duty  or  the 
credit  of  this  beneficent  work  must  be  devolved  upon  the  judi- 
ciary. It  is  said  by  the  court,  ^'  that  there  is  certainly  no  reason 
for  admiralty  power  over  a  public  tide-water,  which  does  not 
appljr  with  equal  force  to  any  other  public  waters  used  for  com- 
mercial  purposes."  Let  this  proposition  be  admitted  literally,  it 
would  Ml  infinitely  short  of  a  demonstration,  that  because  die 
Constitution,  adequate  to  every  exigency  when  created,  did 
not  comprise  predicaments  not  then  in  existence  or  in  con- 
templation, it  can  be  stretched,  by  any  application  of  judicial 
torture,  to  cover  any  such  exigency,  either  real  or  supposed. 
This  argument  forcibly  revives  the  recollection  of  the  interpre- 
tation of  the  phrase  ^^ necessary  and  proper j"  once  ingeniously 
and  strenuously  wielded  to  prove  that  a  bank,  incorporated 
with  every  fiiculty  and  attribute  of  such  an  institution,  was  not 
in  realily,  nor  was  designed  to  be,  a  bank;  but  was  essentially^ 
an  agent,  an  indispensable  agent,  in  the  administration  of  the. 
Federal  Government.  And  with  reference  to  this  doctrine  of 
necessity,  or  propriety,  or  convenience,  it  may  here  be  re- 
marked, that  It  is  as  gratuitous  and  as  much  out  of  place  witli 
respeet  to  the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  as  it  was  with  respect  ta 
the  Bank  of  the  [Jnited  States — ^perhaps  still  more  so;  as  it  is 
certain,  and  obvious  to  every  well-iniormed  individual,  that^ 
with  the  exception  of  some  of  the  lakes,  there  is  not  a  water* 
course  in  the  country,  situated  above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  tht 
tidci  which  is  not  bounded  on  one  or  on  both  its  margins  bj 
some  county.    And  in  the  case  before  us,  it  is  alleged  expressly 
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in  tfaa  pleading,  and  admitted  throa^hoat,  that  ereir  iliet  in 
reference  thereto  transpired  upon  an  inland  water  of  the  State 
of  Alabama,  two  hundred  miles  above  the  tide,  and  within  the 
ooontj  of  Wilcox,  in  that  State.  And  by  adhering  to  what  ia 
aa  essential  test  of  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  in  England,  and 
formerly  adopted  and  practiced  upon  in  this  country,  there 
will  be  obtained  a  standard  as  to  that  jurisdiction,  tar  more 
uniform  and  rational  than  that  furnished  by  the  tides.  I  allude 
to  the  rule  which  repels  the  pretensions  of  the  admiralty  when* 
ever  it  attempts  to  intrude  them  infra  corpus  eamUaius.  This 
is  the  true  rule  as  to  jurisdiction,  as  it  is  susceptible  of  certainty, 
and  concedes  and  secures  to  each  system  of  jurisprudence,  that 
of  the  admiralty  and  of  the  common  law,  its  legitimate  and 
appropriate  powers.  For  this  pl^n  and  rational  test,  this  court 
now  attempts  to  substitute  one  in  its  nature  vague  and  arbi- 
trary, and  tending  inevitably  to  confusion  and  conflict.  It  ia 
now  affirmed,  that  the  iurisdiction  and  powers  of  the  admiralty 
extend  to  all  waters  that  are  namgable  within  or  without  the 
territory  of  a  State.  In  quest  of  certainty,  under  this  new 
doctrine,  the  iu(][uiry  is  naturally  suggested:,  what  are  uavi^ 
ble  waters?  Will  it  be  proper  to  adopt,  in  the  inteipretatioa 
of  this  phrase,  an  etymological  derivation  from  nama^  and  to 
designate,  as  navigable  waters,  those  only  on  whose  bosoms 
ships  and  navies  can  be  floated?  Shall  it  embrace  waters  on 
which  sloops  and  shallops,  or  what  are  generally  termed  river 
erafk,  can  swim ;  or  shall  it  be  extended  to  any  water  on  which 
A  batteau  or  a  pirogue  can  be  floated?  These  are  all,  at  any 
rate,  practicable  waters,  navigable  in  a  certain  sense.  If  any 
point  between  the  extremes  just  mentioned  is  to  be  taken, 
there  is  at  once  opened  a  prolific  source  of  uncertainty,  of  con- 
testation and  expense.  And  if  the  last  of  these  extremes  be 
adojpted,  then  there  is  scarcely  an  internal  water-course,  whether 
in  Its  natural  condition,  or  as  improved  under  the  authori^ 
and  with  the  resources  of  the  States,  or  a  canal,  or  a  mill-pond, 
some  of^  which  are  known  to  cover  many  acres  of  land,  (and, 
aa  this  court  can  convert  rivers  without  tides  into  aeas,  may  be 
metamorphosed  into  small  lakes,)  which  would  not  by  this 
doctrine  be  brought  within  the  grasp  of  the  admiralty.  Some 
of  our  canals  are  navigated  by  steam,  and  some  of  them  by 
sails;  some  of  them  are  acyuncts  to  rivers,  and  form  continuoue 
oommnnications  with  the  ocean;  all  of  them  are  fed  by,  and 
therefore  are  made  portions  of,  rivers.  Under  this  new  regime, 
the  hand  of  Federal  power  may  be  thrust  into  everything;,  even 
into  a  vegetable  or  fruit  basket;  and  tiiere  is  no  production  of 
a  fitfm,  an  orchard,  or  a  garden,  on  the  mai^n  of  these  waters 
^  which  ia  not  liable  to  be  arrested  on  its  way  to  die  aemt 
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niarket  tovm  by  the  high  admiraUy  power ^  with  all  its  parade 
of  appendages;  and  the  simple,  plain,  homely  coantrjrman, 
who  imagined  he  had  some  comprehension  of  his  rights,  and 
their  remedies  under  the  cognizance  of  a  justice  of  the  peaoe, 
or  of  a  county  court,  is  now,  through  the  instrumentality  of 
some  apt  fomenter  of  trouble,  metamorphosed  and  magnified 
from  a  country  attorney  into  a  proctor,  to  be  confounded  and 

Sut  to  silence  by  a  learned  display  from  Boccus  de  Navibus, 
Imerigon,  or  Pardessus,  from  the  Mare  Olausum,  or  from  the 
Trinity  Masters,  or  the  Apostles. 

A  citizen  of  any  State  of  this  Confederacy,  bound  as  he  ia 
by  habit,  by  affection,  and  fealty,  to  the  soil  and  the  institutions 
01  his  fathers,  upon  whom  this  magnificent  machinery  is 
broqffht  to  bear,  (especially  when  recollecting  by  whom,  and 
for  whose  sole  benent,  this  Confederacy  was  created,)  may,  aa 
1  have  often  done  when  contemplating  the  ceaseless  march  of 
central  encroachment^  be  led  to  a  tone  of  reflection  like  the 
following  : 

"Urbem  qnam  Romam  dicunt  pataTi, 
StuUuB  ego,  huic  nostrae  simUem, 
Yeram  hec  tantam,  alias  inter  caput  eztnlii  i)r|>e8y 
Quantam  lenta  solent  inter  vibama  cupressi." 

!P*ew»  comparatively,  of  the  attributes  of  sovereignty  and 
equalitv,  presupposed  to  have  existed  in  those  by  whom  th» 
Federal  Government  was  created,  have  remained  perfectly  in- 
tact and  exempt  from  aggression  by  their  own  creature;  and 
by  no  conceivable  a^ncy  could  they  be  more  fearfully  assailed 
than  by  this  indefinite  and  indefinable  pretension  to  admiralty 
power,  which,  spurning  the  restraints  prescribed  to  it  by  tiie 
wise  caution  of  our  own  ancestors,  challenges,  as  occasion  suitp, 
the  opinions  and  practices  of  all  nations,  people,  and  tongues, 
however  diverse  or  incongruous  with  the  genius  of  our  own 
inatitutions. 

Kot  the  least  curious  circumstance  marking  this  oonrse,  ia 
the  assertion,  that  it  produces  equality  amongst  all  the  citisena 
of  the  United  States.    Equality  it  may  be,  out  it  ia  equality 
of  aubjection  to  an  unknown  and  unlimited  diacretion,  in  Uea 
of  allegiance  to  defined  and  legitimate  authority. 
^  In  truth,  the  extravagance  of  theae  claims  to  an  all-control 
Ung  central  power,  their  utter  incongruity  with  any  just  pro 
portion  or  equipoise  of  the  different  parts  of  our  avatem,  would 
exhibit  them  as  positively  ludicrous,  were  it  not  iqt  the  aeriooa 
PMPohieta  to  which,  if  tolerated,  they  must  inevitably  lead-^ 
miachiefa  which  ahould  characterii^e  those  pretensiona  aa  fiata} 
tQ  ihfil  inherent  and  necessary  powers  of  aelf-preaewation  anj 
^Atfr^i^l  gQver^|ne^t  iu  the  States;  aa  at  war  with  tka  intafb 
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6Bt8,  the  habits  and  feelings  of  the  people,  and  therefore  to 
be  reprobated  and  wholly  rejected.  For  myself,  I  can  only 
say,  that  to  whatsoever  point  they  may,  under  approbation 
here  or  elsewhere,  have  culminated,  they  never  can  oner  them- 
selves for  my  acceptation,  but  they  must  encounter  my  solemn 
rebuke. 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  dissenting: 

I  dissent  from  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  this  cause,  and 
from  the  opinion  delivered  by  the  judges  composing  a  majority 
of  the  court. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  affirms  that  the  court 
bad  no  jurisdiction  as  a  court  of  admiralty,  under  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States,  in  a  cause  of  collision 
arising  in  Wilcox  county,  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  between 
st-eam boats  n aviating  the  Alabama  river.  The  Alabama  river 
flows  entirely  within  the  State,  and  discharges  itself  mto  the 
Mobile  river,  and  through  that  and  the  Mobil.e  bay  connects 
with  the  Qulf  of  Mexico.  The  collision  occurred  two  hundred 
miles  above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  and  on  a  river 
upon  which  no  port  of  entry  or  deliverv  before  that  time  had 
been  established.  This  court  decides  that  the  judgment  shall 
be  reversed,  and  that  the  District  Court  shall  take  cognizance 
of  the  cause,  against  its  own  sense  of  obligation  and  duty. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  this  court  claims  a  power  for  the  Dis- 
trict Court  not  delegated  to  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  that  Congress,  in  or- 
ganizing the  judiciary  department,  have  not  conferred  upon 
any  court  of  the  United  States.  That  this  court  has  assumed 
a  jurisdiction  over  a  case  only  cognizable  at  the  common  law, 
and  triable  by  a  jury;  and  that  its  opinion  and  judgment  con- 
travene the  authority  and  doctrine  of  a  large  number  of  decis- 
ions pronounced  by  this  court,  and  by  the  Circuit  Courts,  after 
elaborate  arguments  and  mature  deliberation,  and  which  for 
a  long  period  have  formed  a  rule  of  decision  to  the  court,  and 
4>f  opinion  to  the  legal  profession ;  and  that  no  other  judgment 
Oi*  this  court  afforas  a  sanction  to  this.  (10  Wheat,  428 ;  7 
Pet,  824;  11  Pet.,  176;  12  Pet,  72;  6  How.,  441;  6  How.,  844; 
4  Dall.,  426;  2  Gall.,  898;  The  Anne,  1  Mas.,  109;  1  Bald.,  544.) 

The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  extends  to  all  cases 
in  law  and  equity  arising  under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
die  United  States,  and  treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be  made, 
under  their  authority — ^to  all  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction.  Whatever  other  jurisdiction  is  allowed  to  the 
judiciary  department  is  particular  in  its  nature,  depending 
apon  the  character  or  status  of  the  persons  or  communities 
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who  are  parties  to  the  controversy,  and  not  npon  the  snbject* 
matter.  This  classification  of  the  cases  to  which  the  judicial 
power  of  the  United  States  should  extend  among  conrts  of 
law,  equity,  and  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  refers 
to  a  division  recognised  in  the  jurisprudence  of  all  the  States 
that  were  parties  to  the  Federal  compact,  and  is  intimately  re- 
lated to  the  constitutional  history  of  the  colonies  and  of  the 
mother  country.  Neither  at  the  Declaration  of  Independence 
by  the  Colonies,  nor  when  the  Federal  Constitution  was 
adopted,  was  there  a  body  of  municipal  law  common  to  the 
States,  nor  a  uniform  system  of  judicial  procedure  in  use  in 
their  courts.  Until  the  Constitution  was  framed,  the  States 
preserved  their  sovereignty,  freedom,  and  independence,  and 
every  power,  jurisdiction,  and  right,  which  had  not  been  ex- 
pressly delegated  to  the  United  States  in  Congress  assembled. 

Whatever  reference  is  made  in  the  Federal  Constitution  to 
any  existing  system  of  law,  or  any  modes  of  judicial  proceed- 
ing, as  the  basis  of  a  distribution  of  power  and  authority,  re- 
lates to  the  system  thus  recognised  as  existing  in  the  several 
States  as  it  was  received  from  England. 

A  portion  of  that  judicial  system  was  esteemed  of  such  vital 
importance  to  the  liberty  of  the  citizen,  that  it  was  incorpo- 
rated into  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  placed 
above  the  reach  of  the  authority  of  any  department  of  the 
FedemI  Government.  The  sections  of  the  Constitution,  ''that 
ho  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or  otherwise 
infamous  crime,  unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  the 
grand  jury ;  that,  in  all  criminal  prosecutions,  the  accused  shall 
enjoy  the  right  of  trial  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  State  and 
district  wherein  the  crime  shall  have  been  committed,'*  and 
"be  informed  of  the  nature  and  cause  of  his  accusation;" 
^*that  in  suits  at  common  law,  when  the  value  in  controversy 
shall  exceed  twenty  dollars,  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be 
preserved;  *'  "that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty, 
or  property,  without  due  process  of  law; "  and  others  of  a  like 
kind,  identify  the  men  of  the  Revolution  as  the  descendants 
of  ancestors  who  had  maintained  for  many  centuries  a  perse- 
vering and  magnanimous  struggle  for  a  constitutional  Gov- 
ernment, in  which  the  people  should  directly  participate,  and 
which  would  secure  to  their  posterity  the  blessing  of  liberty. 
The  supremacy  of  those  courts  of  justice  that  acknowledged 
the  right  of  the  people  to  share  in  their  administration,  and 
directed  their  administration  according  to  the  course  of  the 
comnCion  law,  in  all  the  material  subjects  of  litigation — of  that 
common  law  which  sprung  from  the  people  themselves,  and  it 
legitimate  by  that  highest  of  all  sanctions,  the  consent  of  thoif 
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who  are  sabmittod  to  it — of  that  common  law,  which  resulted 
from  the  habitaal  thoughts,  usages,  condact,  and  lerislation, 
of  a  practical,  brave,  and  self-relying  race— was  established  in 
England  and  in  the  United  States  omy  by  their  persevering  and 
heroic  exertions  and  sacrifices.  Magna  Charta,  from  which  a 
portion  of  this  Constitution  was  extracted,  was,  according  to 
Lord  Brougham,  "a  declaration  of  existing  and  violated 
rights."  It  was  renewed  thirty  times.  To  preserve  its  author- 
ity, it  was  read  in  churches,  published  four  times  a  year  in  the 
eounty  courts,  sustained  by  force  of  arms,  and  when  violated, 
the  commons  vindicated  it  by  the  infliction  of  exemplary  pun- 
ishment upon  the  guilty  authors.  A  delinquent  King  at  one 
time  was  required  to  imprecate  the  wrath  of  Heaven  on  those 
who  transgressed  it.  The  archbishop  and  bishops,  apparelled 
in  their  official  robes,  with  candles  Durning,  ^^did  excommu- 
nicate, accurse,  and  from  the  threshold  of  the  church  cut  off 
all  those  who,  by  any  art  or  device,  shall  violate,  break,  lessen, 
or  change,  secretly  or  openly,  by  deed,  word,  or  counsel,  against 
it,  in  any  article  whatsoever,  and  all  those  that  against  it  shall 
make  statutes,  or  observe  tiiem  bein^  made,  or  shall  bring  in 
customs,  or  keep  them  when  they  he  brought  in,  and  the 
writers  of  such  statutes,  and  also  the  counseflors  and  execu- 
tioners of  them,  and  ail  those  that  shall  presume  to  judge  ac- 
cording to  them." 

The  old  historian,  who  describes  this  solemn  ceremony,  saySi 
^^  that  when  this  imprecation  was  uttered,  and  when  the  candJen 
extinguished  had  been  hurled  upon  the  ground,  and  thefameb 
and  stench  rose  offensive  to  the  nostrils  and  eyes  of  those  who 
observed  it,  the  archbishop  cried,  '^Even  so  let  the  damned 
souls  be  extinguished,  smoke,  and  stink,  of  all  who  violate  this 
charter  or  unrighteously  interpret  it." 

The  reign  of  Richara  U  was  an  epoch  to  be  remembered 
with  interest,  and  studied  with  care,  by  those  concerned  in 
administering  the  constitutional  law  of  England  or  the  United 
States.  A  fermal  complaint  was  made  by  the  Commons  of 
detects  in  the  administration,  as  well  about  the  King's  person 
and  his  household  as  in  his  courts  of  justice,  and  redress  was 
demanded.  Measures  were  taken  for  placing  the  judicial  in- 
stitutions of  England  upon  a  solid  constitutional  foundation, 
and  to  exclude  from  the  realm  the  odious  systems  of  the  con- 
tinent The  first  of  the  enactments  was  directed  against  the 
usurpations  of  the  sreat  military  officers,  who  administered 

i'nstice  by  virtue  of  their  seignoral  powers — ^the  Lords'  Consta- 
le  and  the  Earl  Marshal.  The  acts  of  8th  and  ISth  Richard  11 
provide  that,  ^^  because  the  Commons  do  make  a  grievous  com- 
plaiut  that  the  court  of  the  Constable  and  Marshal  have  ao 
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citwehed  to  IheBot,  ftBd  do  daily  accroaeh,  eontracts,  oovenants, 
treflpasaes,  debts,  detinueB,  and  manj  other  actions  pleadable 
at  the  eommon  law,  in  great  prejudice  to  ti^e  King,  and  to  the 
great  grievance  and  oppression  of  the  people,*'  therefore  thej 
were  prohibited,  and  their  jurisdiction  confined  "to  contracts 
and  deeds  of  arms  without  the  realm,"  and  "things  that  touch 
more  within  the  realm  which  cannot  be  determined  and  dis- 
cussed by  the  common  law." 

The  Lord  High  Admiral  received  a  similar  rebuke.     The 

Ereamble  of  the  act  of  18  Richard  11  recites,  "that  complaints 
ad  arisen  because  Admirals  and  their  deputies  hold  their  ses- 
sions within  divers  places  of  the  realm,  accroaching  to  them 
greater  authority  than  belonged  to  their  office,  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  King,  &c."  It  was  declared  that  the  Admiral  should  not 
meddle  with  anything  done  within  the  realm,  but  only  with 
things  done  upon  the  sea,  as  had  been  used  in  the  time  of  Ed- 
ward UL  But  this  did  not  suffice  to  restrain  the  accroaching 
spirit  of  that  feudal  lord  and  his  deputies. 

Two  years  after,  the  Parliament  enacted,  "that  the  court  of 
admiralty  hath  no  manner  of  cognizance,  power,  nor  jurisdic- 
tion of  any  manner  of  contract,  plea,  or  quarrel,  or  of  any  other 
thing  done  or  rising  within  the  bodies  of  counties,  either  by 
land  or  water,  and  also  with  wreck  of  the  sea ;  but  all  such 
manner  of  contracts,  pleas,  and  quarrels,  and  all  other  things 
rising  within  the  bodies  of  counties,  as  well  by  land  as  by  water 
as  aforesaid,  and  also  wreck  of  the  sea,  shall  be  tried,  termined, 
discussed,  and  remedied  by  the  laws  of  the  land,  and  not  before, 
nor  by  the  Admiral  or  his  lieutenant,  in  no  manner.  iC^ever- 
ihelesB.  of  the  death  of  a  man  and  of  a  mayhem  done  in  great 
ships,  Deing  and  hovering  in  the  main  stream  of  the  ereat  riv- 
ers, beneath  the  points  ot  the  same  rivers,  and  in  no  ouier  plaee 
of  the  same  rivers,  the  Adjniral  shall  have  cognizance." 

In  the  sixteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  Richard  II,  the  rule  of 
the  Roman  chancery,  like  that  of  the  Lords'  Constable,  Marshal, 
and  Admiral,  was  banished  from  Eneland.  In  that  year  it  was 
enacted  that,  "Both  those  who  shsQl  pursue  or  cause  to  be 
pursued,  in  the  court  of  Rome  or  elsewhere,  any  processes,  or 
instruments,  or  other  things  whatsoever,  which  touch  the  King^ 
against  his  crown  and  reality,  or  his  realm,  shall  be  outlawed 
and  placed  out  of  the  king's  protection."  In  the  following 
reign  the  accroaching  spirit  of  the  courts  of  admiralty  receivea 
a  further  rebuke. 

Upon  the  prayer  of  the  Oommons,  the  statutes  of  Richard 
n  were  confirmed,  and  a  penalty  waa  inflicted  upon  such  aa 
should  maintain  suits  In  the  admiralty^  oontrary  to  their  anirit 

This  body  of  statute  law  served  in  a  great  degree  to  ekeok 
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tiie  usatping  tendencies  of  these  anomalous  jurisdictions,  and 
to  prevent  in  a  measure  the  removal  of  suits  triable  at  the  com- 
mon law  adalmd  examm^  and  to  be  discussed  fer  aliam  legem. 
It  placed  upon  an  eminence  the  common  law  of  the  realm,  and 
enabled  the  Commons  to  plead  with  authority  aj^ainst  other 
encroachments  and  usurpations  upon  the  general  liberty.  But, 
though  a  foreign  law  and  despotism  were  not  allowed  to  enter 
the  kingdom  through  the  courts  martial,  ecclesiastical,  or  ad- 
miral, the  perversion  of  judiciary  powers  to  purposes  of  oppres- 
sion was  not  effectually  prevented.  The  courts  of  the  Star 
Chamber  and  of  High  Commission,  originally  limited  to  spe- 
cific objects,  ^'assumed  power  to  intermeddle  in  civil  causes 
and  matters  only  of  private  interest  between  party  and  party, 
and  adventured  to  determine  the  estates  and  liberties  of  the 
subject,  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  land  and  the  rights  and  priv- 
ileges of  the  subject,"  and  ^^had  been  by  experience  found  to 
be  an  intolerable  burden,  and  the  means  to  introduce  an  arbi- 
trary power  and  government."  Among  the  cases  of  jurisdi<v 
tion  claimed  by  the  Star  Chamber  were  those  between  nier- 
chant  strangers  and  Englishmen,  or  between  strangers,  and  for 
the  restitution  of  ships  and  goods  unlawfully  taken,  or  other 
deceits  practiced  on  merchants. 

One  of  the  most  practiced  proctors  of  this  court  has  left  his 
testimony :  '^  That  since  the  great  Roman  Senate,  so  famous 
in  all  ages  and  nations  as  that  they  might  be  called ^ure  minim 
arbiSy  there  hath  no  court  come  so  near  them,  in  state,  honor^ 
and  adjudication,  as  this."  But,  by  the  16th  of  Charles  I,  it 
was  enacted,  both  in  respect  of  this  and  the  High  Commission 
Court,  "that  from  henceforth  no  court,  council,  or  place  of 
judicature,  shall  be  erected,  ordained,  constituted,  or  appointed,, 
which  shall  have,  use,  or  exercise *the  same  or  like  jurisdiction 
as  is  or  hath  been  used,  practiced,  or  exercised,"  in  those  courts* 

But  the  statute  did  not  terminate  with  this.  The  patriot 
leaders  of  that  time,  reviewing  in  the  preamble  to  the  act  the 
various  parliamentary  enactments  in  regard  to  the  lesal  insti- 
gations of  England,  and  reciting  those  declarations  of  the  pub- 
lic liberties  which  had  extended  over  a  period  of  four  hundred 
years,  proceeded  to  add  another.  It  was  solemnly  enacted, "  thai 
neither  his  Majesty,  nor  his  Privy  Council,  have,  or  ouffht  to 
have,  any  jurisdiction,  power,  or  authority,  by  English  bul,  pe- 
tition, articles,  libel,  or  any  other  arbitrary  whatsoever,  to  exam- 
ine or  draw  in  question,  determine,  or  dispose  of  the  lands,  tene- 
ments, hereditaments,  eoods,  and  chattels,  of  any  of  the  subjectp 
of  this  realm,  but  that  the  same  ought  to  be  tried  and  determined 
in  the  ordinary  courts  of  justice,  and  by  the  ordinary  course 
of  the  law/' 
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:  This  selection  of  a  few  sections  from  various  English  statutes, 
and  the  historical  facts  I  have  mentioned,  is  designed  to  illus- 
trate the  intensity  and  duration  of  the  contest  which  resulted 
in  placing  the  judiciary  institutions  of  England  on  their  exist- 
ing foundation.  In  the  midst  of  that  contest,  the  settlements 
were  formed  in  America  in  which  those  institutions  were  suo- 
cessfully  planted. 

They  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Constitution  of  the 
TJnited  States,  and  prevail  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean  to  the  Pa- 
cific, and  from  the  Lake^  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  These  statutes 
show  how  the  courts  martial,  ecclesiastical,  admiral,  and  courtA 
proceeding  from  an  arbitrary  royal  authority,  were  either  lim- 
ited or  suppressed. 

The  inquiry  arises,  how  would  a  case  like  that  before  this 
court  have  been  decided  in  England,  either  at  the  period  of 
the  Declaration  of  Independence,  or  at  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  in  the  court  of  admiralty? 

In  1832  a  question  arose  in  that  court,  whether  a  cause  of 
collision,  arising  between  steam  vessels  navigating  the  river 
Humber,  a  short  distance  from  the  sea,  within  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  the  tide,  within  the  port  of  Hull,  below  the  first  bridges, 
when  the  tide  was  three-fourths  flood,  was  cognizable  by  the 
court.  The  judge  of  the  admiralty,  an  exact  and  conscientious 
judge,  answered :  '^  Since  the  statutes  of  Richard  II  and  of 
Henry  IV,  it  has  been  strictly  held  that  the  court  of  admiralty 
cannot  exercise  jurisdiction  in  civil  causes  arising  infra  corpus 
comiUitus.'*  1  cite  this  opinion  not  simply  as  evidence  of  the 
law  in  1832,  but  also  as  affording  authentic  evidence  of  the 
historical  fact  it  enunciates.  (The  Public  Opinion,  2  Hagg., 
899.) 

I  proceed  now  to  inquire  of  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  aa 
exercised  by  the  courts  of  vice-admiralty  in  the  colonies  and 
in  the  United  States  before  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution* 

The  jurisdiction  included  four  subjects,  and  a  separate  ex- 
amination of  each  title  of  jurisdiction  will  shed  light  upon  the 
discussion.  These  are — ^prize;  breaches  of  the  acts  of  naviea- 
tion,  revenue,  and  trade;  crimes  and  misdemeanors  on  Sie 
high  seas;  and  cases  of  civil  and  maritime  jurisdiction. 

The  prize  jurisdiction  originated  in  a  special  commission 
from  the  Eang,  and  is  usually  conferred  at  the  commencement 
of  hostilities,  upon  the  Admiral  and  his  subordinates.    It  is  a 

?art  of  the  ancient  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  as  thus  derived, 
longress,  by  the  Articles  of  Confederation,  were  authorized  to. 
appoint  courts  of  appeal  to  determine  finally  upon  cases  of  that 
kind,  and  no  doubt  has  ever  been  expressed  that  this  branch 
of  jurisdiction,  under  the  Constitution  and  acts  of  Congrest 
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iinoe  the  adoption  of  the  ConstitatioD,  is  Vested  in  the  Disttict 
Oourts  of  the  United  States.  (The  Hanter,  1  Dod.,  488;  Lo 
Ooox  V.  Eden,  2  Dong.,  618;  13  How.,  498;  2  Qall.^  886; 
ib.,  20.) 

The  admiralty  court  of  Great  Britain  and  the  vice-admiralty 
courts  of  the  colonies  were  vested  with  jurisdiction  over  cases 
for  the  violation  of  a  series  of  statutes  for  the  regulation  of 
trade  and  revenue  in  the  colonies^  The  origin  and  extent  of 
this  jurisdiction  are  explained  in  the  case  of  the  Columbus,  de- 
eided  in  the  British  admiralty  in  1789,  on  an  api)eal  from  the 
vioe-admiralty  court  of  Barbados.  The  leamea  judge  of  that 
court  said:  ^^The  court  of  admiralty  derives  no  jurisdiction  in 
causes  of  revenue  from  the  patent  of  the  judge,  or  from  the 
ancient  customary  and  inherent  jurisdiction  of  the  prerogative 
of  the  Grown,  in  the  person  of  its  Lord  High  Admiral,  and  ex- 
ercised by  his  lieutenant.  Not  a  word  is  mentioned  of  the 
King's  revenue,  which  seems  to  have  been  entirely  appropri- 
ated to  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  which  is  both  a  court  of  taw 
and  equity.  If,  therefore,  tiiere  is  any  inherent  prerogative 
right  of  judging  of  seizures  upon  the  sea,  for  the  rights  and 
dues  of  the  Crown,  whether  of  peace  or  of  war,  as  in  tne  right 
of  i^rize  and  reprisal,  that  prerogative  jurisdiction  is  put  in 
motion  by  special  commission  or  by  act  of  Parliament  The 
first  statute  which  places  judgment  of  revenue  in  the  planta- 
tions with  the  courts  of  admiralty,  is  the  12th  of  Charles  H, 
oh.  18,  sec.  1,  which  act  has  been  followed  by  subsequent  stat- 
ntes."  This  lucid  opinion  has  not  been  cited  in  any  previous 
discussion  of  the  subject  in  this  court,  from  the  fact  that  it  is 
not  published  in  the  regular  series  of  the  admiralty  reports. 
(2  Coll.  Jur.,  82;  2  Dod.  Adm.  R.,  3520 

By  an  act  of  the  22d  and  23d  Charies  II,  to  regulate  the  trade 
of  the  plantations,  suits  were  authorized  for  breaches  of  its  en- 
aetments  "in  the  court  of  the  High  Admiral  of  England,  or  of 
any  of  his  vice-admirals,"  or  in  any  court  of  record.  The  acts 
of  7th  and  8th  of  William  HI,  6th  George  H,  4th,  5th,  6th,  7th> 
and  8th,  of  George  in,  confer  plenary  jurisdiction  upon  the 
same  courts,  in  cases  of  navigation,  trade,  and  revenue,  in  thb 
colonies,  and  the  later  statutes  extend  their  authority  to  seii^- 
ures  upon  the  land  as  well  as  water.  The  reason  fbr  mis  juris- 
diction, as  given  in  the  acts  themselves,  and  as  repeated  by 
British  writers,  is  not  creditable  to  the  colonists;  but,  as  Ju6« 
tioe  Chase  has  assigned  in  this  court  a  similar  reason  for  the 
aots  of  Congress  on  the  same  subject  no  oiFence  can  be  taken 
for  repeating  the  British  opinion.  Reeves,  in  his  Histoiry  of 
Kavigation  and  Shipping,  says :  *'The  laws  of  navigation  weM 
MWhere  disobeyed  and  contemned  so  openly  as  in  New  Bof- 
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land;"  *<that,  In  minds  tampered  m  theits  wet^,  obedlehte 
and  didobedience  were  much  the  same  thing  to  the  intet^esti 
of  the  mother  connttr; "  ^Hhat  the  contraband  trade  wad  eat*- 
ried  on  with  skill  and  courage;"  "that  the  exclusion  of  all 
but  native  subjects  of  Great  Britain  from  serving  on  juries 
afforded  no  corrective ; "  "  that  tor  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
•execution  of  the  acts  of  trade  and  navimtion,  the  Goveliiment 
proceeded  to  institute  courts  of  admiralty,  and  to  appoint  per- 
sons to  the  office  of  attorney  general  in  those  plantations  where 
such  courts  and  such  offices  had  never  before  been  known: 
and  from  this  time  there  seems  to  have  been  a  more  general 
obedience  to  the  acts  of  trade  and  navigation."  (Reeves's  Hist, 
79,  90;  Stokes's  Const.  OoL,  860,  361.) 

The  first  of  these  acts  was  passed  when  the  colonial  settle- 
tnents  in  New  England  and  Virginia  were  in  their  infancy, 
And  before  those  in  the  remaining  colonies  had  been  fairly  com- 
menced. The  jurisdiction  was  familiar  to  the  colonists,  and 
these  acts  explain  the  origin  of  the  clause  of  the  judiciary  act 
■of  1789  on  the  same  subject.  The  judiciary  act  confers  on  the 
District  Courts  ^'cognizance  of  all  civil  causes  of  civil  and 
maritime  jurisdiction,  including  all  seizures  under  laws  of  im- 
post, navigation,  or  trade,  of  the  United  States,  when  the  seiz- 
4]re8  are  made  on  waters  which  are  navi^ble  from  the  sea  by 
vessels  of  ten  or  more  tons  burden,  within  their  respective  dis- 
tricts, as  well  as  upon  the  high  seas."  It  is  difficult  to  compre- 
hend on  what  principle  the  court  can  construe  the  grant  of 
jurisdiction  in  this  act  over  cases  of  seizure  under  the  law  of 
impost  and  trade  upon  navi^ble  waters,  to  an  extension  of  the 
-civil  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  to  the  same  localities.  The 
admiralty  jurisdiction,  in  cases  of  seizure,  is  a  special  jurisdio- 
tion,  not  belonging  to  the  original  constitution  of  the  courts  of 
itdmiralty,  and  this  act  treats  it  as  such.  And  so  this  court^ 
until  the  revolution  in  its  doctrines  in  these  latter  years,  uni- 
formly treated  it.  The  long  and  painful  discussions  from 
Delovio  9.  Boit  to  the  New  Jersey  J^avi^tion  Case,  are  with- 
out meaning  on  any  other  hypothesis,  if  the  jurisdiction  ill 
both  classes  of  cases  had  been  supposed  to  rest  on  the  same 
foondation,  the  whole  controversy  would  have  been  settled  by 
the  case  of  "La  Ven^ance,"  reported  in  8  DalL,  297. 

The  civil  and  maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  vice-admifaltjr 
•courts  extended  to  the  same  subjects  and  was  exercised  under 
the  same  limitations  in  the  colonies  as  in  Oreat  Britain.  "  Upot: 
the  establishment  of  colonial  Governments,"  says  a  learned 
judge  of  one  of  those  courts,  "it  was  deemed  proper  to  invent 
tbe  (jtoy^nors  with  the  same  civil  and  maritime  jurisdiction; 
and  therefore  it  became  usaal  for  the  Lord  High  Admiral  or  the 
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Lords  Commissioners  to  grant  a  commission  of  vice-admiral  to 
them."  The  office  thus  conferred  on  the  Governor  was  pre- 
cisely the  same  with  that  of  the  vice-admirals  in  England,  and 
was  confined  to  that  civil  and  maritime  jurisdiction  which  was 
the  ori^nal  branch  of  his  authority.  (Stewart's  V.  Ad.  R., 
394,  405.)  These  courts  were  subordinate  to  the  admiralty 
court  of  England,  and,  until  the  late  reign  of  William  IV,  it 
received  appeals  from  them.  (1  Dod.  Adm.  R.,  381.)  The 
incompatibility  of  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiral  on 
the  high  seas  with  the  legal  constitution  of  England,  was  de- 
clared and  corrected  by  the  28  H.  YlII,  ch.  15. 

Hawkins,  in  his  Pleas,  says  that,  it  bein^  inconsistent  with 
the  liberties  of  the  nation  tnat  any  man's  life  should  be  taken 
awav,  unless  by  the  judgment  of  his  peers  or  the  common  law 
of  this  land,  that  act  was  passed.  (1  Hawk.  PL,  251.)  And 
the  same  principle  is  embodied  in  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  with  much  enlargement;  for  the  extension  of 
the  admiralty  jurisdiction  under  the  laws,  professedly  of  navi- 
gation and  trade,  for  the  punishment  of  offences  and  misde- 
meanors, in  the  reign  of  Oeoige  HE,  was  a  prominent  cause  of 
the  American  Revolution.  !m  1768,  John  Adams,  the  Coke 
of  the  Revolution,  prepared  for  the  citizens  of  Boston  instruc- 
tions to  their  representatives,  Otis,  Cashing,  Samuel  Adams, 
and  Hancock.  The  citizens  said  to  their  representatives,  that, 
"next  to  the  revenue  itself,  the  late  extensions  of  the  jurisdic* 
tion  of  the  admiralty  are  our  greatest  grievance.  The  Ameri- 
can courts  of  admiralty  seem  to  be  forming  by  degrees  into  a 
system  that  is  to  overturn  our  constitution,  and  to  deprive  us 
of  our  best  inheritance,  the  laws  of  the  land.  It  would  be 
thought  in  England  a  dangerous  innovation,  if  the  trial  of  any 
matter  on  land  was  given  to  the  admiralty."  They  refer  to 
the  statutes  passed  in  the  reign  of  George  HI,  and  declare 
that  they  violate  Ma^na  Charta;  and  they  conclude  by  an 
earnest  recommendation  to  their  representatives,  ^^  by  every  leml 
measure  to  endeavor  that  the  power  of  these  courts  may  be  confnedto 
their  proper  element^  accoraing  the  ancient  EnaUsh  statutes;  and 
that  they  petition  and  remonstrate  against  the  late  extensions 
of  their  jurisdictions,  and  they  doubt  not  that  the  other  colo- 
nies and  provinces,  who  suffer  with  them,  will  cheerfully  bar* 
monize  with  them  in  any  justifiable  measures  of  redress."  Other 
testimony  of  the  same  kind  might  be  adduced,  to  show  what 
the  opinions  of  the  colonists  were,  as  to  the  legitimate  extent 
of  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  in  the  colonies.  The  joumids  of 
the  First  Congress  (1774)  render  this  unnecessary.  They  ar^ 
replete  with  proof  of  the  pervading  sentiment  in  the  Britiali 
colonies. 
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-  That  Congress  declare  that  ^Hhe  respective  colonies  are 
entitled  to  the  common  law  of  England,  and  to  the  benefit  of 
snch  English  statutes  as  existed  at  the  time  of  the  colonization^ 
Which  had  been  foand  suitable  to  their  sitnation."  In  their 
address  setting  forth  the  cause  and  necessity  for  their  taking 
up  of  arms,  they  allege  that  statutes  have  been  passed  for  ex- 
tending the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  admiralty  beyond  their 
ancient  limits.  In  the  several  addresses  to  the  inhabitants  of 
Great  Britain,  to  the  people  of  the  colonies,  to  the  people  of 
L-eland,  and  to  the  !King,  the*  enlarged  authority  of  those 
courts,  their  interference  with  the  common-law  right  of  trial 
by  jury,  and  their  offensive  use  of  the  laws  and  course  of  pro- 
ceeding adopted  from  Roman  grants,  are  distinctly  repre- 
hended.    (1  Jour.  Congr.,  16,  28,  82,  47,  101.) 

There  can  be  no  room  for  doubt  that  the  statesmen  and 
jurists  who  composed  the  Congress  of  1774  regarded  the  limits 
of  the  courts  of  admiralty  as  settled  by  the  statutes  of  Richard 
n,  Henry  IV,  Henry  Vin,  and  the  early  acts  of  navigation 
and  trade,  and  that  the  enlargement  of  this  jurisdiction  wa» 
such  a  wrong  as  to  justify  a  resort  to  arms.  Their  declarations 
bear  no  other  interpretation ;  and  the  admiralty  system  of  the 
States  before  the  Constitution  was  administered  upon  this 
opinion.     (Bee's  Adm.  R.,  419,  433 ;  1  DalL,  33.) 

Before  examining  the  constitutional  history  and  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  it  will  not  be  irrelevant  to  ascertain  the 
origin  of  the  courts  of  admiralty  in  France,  and  their  jurisdic- 
tion at  the  period  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution.  The 
Admiral  was,  in  France,  as  in  England,  a  great  feudatory,  with 
the  seignoral  privilege  of  administering  justice  by  judges  of  his 
appointment.  There  were  there,  as  in  England,  contests  with 
other  officers  in  regard  to  jurisdiction,  and  the  royal  authority 
was  interposed  to  settle  them.  In  1627,  the  office,  with  its  dig- 
nity and  privileges,  was  abolished ;  in  1668,  it  was  revived  by 
Louis  X£v,  and  conferred  upon  a  member  of  the  royal  family ; 
in  1791,  it  was  suppressed,  and  its  judicial  establishment  disap- 

geared  from  history,  other  courts  and  authorities  being  estab- 
shed  to.  perform  "their  functions.  The  ordinances  of  Louis 
XIV  enlarged  and  defined  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the 
Admiral,  to  promote  the  convenience  of  commerce,  to  determine 
the  unsettled  jurisprudence  concerning  maritime  contracts,  to 
define  the  duties  of  seamen,  the  powers  of  the  officers,  and  to 
provide  an  adequate  police  for  the  ports,  harbors,  and  the  coaats 
of  the  sea. 

Their  jurisdiction  extended  to  a  number  of  cases  of  contract 
specified  in  the  ordinance,  and  conferred  the  ancient  jurisdio> 
tion  over  piracies  and  thefts  at  sea,  the  desertion  of  crews»  and 
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Mnerally  of  all  orimes,  aflfences,  and  trdqdasses,  eommitledl  on 
Uie  sea,  in  ports,  roadsteads,  and  havensi  and  the  shores  withm 
the  ebb  ana  flow  of  tiie  tide. 

The  police  and  navij^tion  of  the  rivers  of  France  were  not 
placed  nnder  the  admiralty,  but  were  regulated  by  other  offi- 
cers under  other  ordinances.  Without  supposing  that  the  or- 
dinances of  Louis  XIV  have  any  authority  on  this  subject,  it  is 
yet  certain  that  a  cause  of  collision  arising  upon  one  of  the  riv- 
ers of  France  above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide  was  not  eog- 
aiaable  before  the  admiralty  of  France,  in  1789,  or  for  centuries 
previously. 

The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  was  organized  to 
^somprehend  all  cases  that  miffht  properly  arise  under  the  Oon- 
stitution,  laws,  and  treaties  of  the  United  States,  and,  in  add!*- 
tion,  cases  of  which,  from  the  character  of  the  parties,  the  de- 
cision mig^ht  involve  the  peace  and  harmony  of  the  Union. 
This  principle  was  accepted  without  dissent  amone  the  framers 
of  the  Constitution.  The  clause  ^'all  cases  of  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction"  appears  in  the  draught  of  the  Constitu-; 
tion  imputed  to  Charles  Pinckney,  and  submitted  at  a  very  early 
stage  of  the  session  of  the  Convention.  It  was  reported  by  the 
oommittee  of  detail  in  their  first  report,  and  was  adopted  with- 
out debate.  In  one  of  the  sittings,  in  an  incidental  discussion, 
Mr.  Wilson,  of  Pennsylvania,  remarked:  "  Thai  the  admirdUy 
jurisdiction  ought  to  be  given  wholly  to  the  National  &ovemmentj  as 
it  related  to  cases  not  wUhm  the  jurisdiction  of  a  particular  State^  and 
to  a  SCBNB  in  which  controversy  tmth  foreigners  tooidd  be  most  Ukdy 
to  happen.''  (2  Mad.  De.,  799.)  ^o  other  observation  in  the 
Convention  illustrates  this  clause. 

The  iudiciary  clause  is  expounded  in  the  numbers  of  the 
Federalist,  by  Alexander  Hamilton. 

He  says,  the  judicial  power  extends — 1st,  to  all  those  cases 
which  arise  out  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  passed  in  puiv 
suance  of  their  just  and  constitutional  powers  of  legislation; 
2d,  to  all  those  which  concern  the  execution  of  the  provision^ 
e^ressly  contained  in  the  Articles  of  Union;  3d,  to  all  those 
in  which  the  United  States  are  a  party;  4th,  to  all  thpse  which 
involve  the  peace  of  the  Confederacy,  whether  they  relate  to 
tiie  intercourse  between  the  United  States  and  foreign  nations, 
or  to  that  between  the  States  themselves ;  6th,  to  all  those  which 
ori^ate  on  the  high  seas,  and  are  of  admiralty  or  maritime 
junsdiction;  and,  lastly,  to  all  those  in  which  the  State  triba* 
nals  cannot  be  supposed  to  be  unbiassed  and  impartial. 

In  rej|;ard  to  the  5th  class,  he  says:  ^^The  most  biflx>ted  Idol- 
iaers  of  State  authority  have  not  thus  far  shown  a  oisposition 
to  deny  the  national  judiciary  the  cogniaanqe  of  maritime 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1867.  tit 

•/Mfatffi  UaLr.  SUamhoai  Magnolia, 

eaii0«B.  These  so  generally  depend  on  the  laws  of  nations, 
and  so  commonljjr  affect  the  rights  of  foreigners,  that  they  fall 
within  the  considerations  relative  to  the  public  peace.  The 
most  important  of  them  are,  by  the  present  Confederation,  sab* 
mitted  to  Federal  jurisdiction." 

Similar  remarks  are  to  be  found  in  the  debates  in  various  ot 
the  Conventions  of  the  States  which  adopted  the  Constitution^ 
as  incidentally  occurring.  In  none  of  the  Conventions  was  the 
judiciary  clause  of  the  Constitution  considerately  ezaminedt 
except  in  Virginia;  and  in  the  Convention  of  Virginia  no  ob* 

i'ection  was  made  to  this  clause.  Gov.  Randolph  said  there, 
bat  ^^  oases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  cannot  with 
propriety  be  vested  in  particular  State  courts.  As  our  national 
tranquilli^,  reputation,  and  intercourse  with  foreign  nations, 
may  DC  affected  by  admiralty  decisions,  as  they  ought  there- 
fore to  be  uniform,  and  as  there  can  be  no  uniformi^  if  there 
be  thirteen  distinct  independent  jurisdictions,  the  jurisdiction 
ought  to  be  in  the  Federal  judiciary."  Mr.  Madison,  in  a 
luminous  exposition  of  the  article,  expressed  a  similar  opinion. 
He  said :  ^^  The  same  reasons  supported  the  grant  of  admiralty 
jurisdiction  as  existed  in  the  ^rant  of  cognizance  of  causes  at- 
footing  ambassadors  and  foreign  ministers."  ''As  our  inter- 
course with  foreign  nations  will  be  affected  by  decisions  of  thia 
kind,  they  ought  to  be  uniform."  In  the  same  speech,  this 
statesman  affirmed,  that  all  controversies  directly  between  citizen 
and  eitizen  wQl  still  remain  with  ihe  local  courts.  And  after  the- 
Oonstitution  was  adopted,  we  find  Chief  Justice  Jay,  in  ana- 
lyzing the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  and  assigning 
reasons  for  the  grant,  says  of  this  portion  of  it,  ''because,  aa 
the  seas  are  the  joint  property  of  nations,  whose  rights  and 
ptivileges  relative  thereto  are  reflated  by  the  law  of  nations 
and  treaties,  such  cases  necessarily  belong  to  a  national  juris- 
diction." The  instance  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  now  the  ob- 
ject of  such  ambition  and  interest,  and  involving  questions  ao 
threatening,  was  hardly  referred  to  by  the  friends  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  not  an  alarm  was  expressed  by  any  of  its  vigil- 
ant and  Jealous  opponents.  The  prize  jurisdiction  of.  the 
oourt — that  which  concerned  the  foreign  relations  of  the  Union 
in  war  or  in  peace,  and  which  is  so  intimately  related  to  the 
honor  and  dienity  of  the  country — ^was  in  the  minds  of  all  those 
statesmen  who  referred  to  the  subject. 

It  did  not  enter  the  imagination  of  any  opponent  of  the  Con- 
stitution to  conceive  that  a  jurisdiction  which  for  centuries  had 
been  stemlv  repelled  from  the  body  of  any  oounty  oould»  h% 
%nj  authority,  artifice,  or  device,  assume  a  jariadiolioD  thionA 
thd  whole  extent  of  ev^  lake  and  water-courae  witUa  (in* 
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limits  of  the  United  States.  The  collision  described  in  the 
libel  of  the  appellants  occurred  at  a  place  which  in  1789  formed 
a  part  of  the  State  of  Georgia.  Had  a  similar  cause  then  arisen, 
I  can  affirm  with  perfect  safety  that  not  an  individual  member 
of  any  Convention,  whether  State  or  Federal,  who  was  con- 
oerned  in  the  making  or  the  ratifying  of  the  Constitution,  would 
have  admitted  the  existence  of  an  admiralty  jurisdiction  over 
the  case.  Such  bein^  the  facts,  I  affirm  that  no  change  in  the 
opinion  of  men,  nor  m  the  condition  of  the  country,  nor  any 
apparent  expediency,  can  render  that  constitutional  which  those 
who  made  the  Constitution  did  not  design  to  be  so. 

^^If  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  are  deemed 
unjust,"  said  the  Chief  Justice,  in  Scott  v.  Sandford,  19  IIow., 
893,  ^Hhere  is  a  mode  prescribed  in  the  instrument  itself  b^ 
which  it  may  be  amended ;  but,  while  it  remains  unaltered,  it 
must  be  construed  as  it  was  understood  at  the  time  of  its  adop- 
tion. It  is  not  only  the  same  in  words,  but  the  same  in  mean- 
ing, and  delegates  the  same  powers  to  the  Government,  and 
secures  the  same  rights  and  privileges  to  the  citizen ;  and  as 
long  as  it  continues  to  exist  in  its  present  form,  it  speaks  not 
only  in  the  same  words,  but  with  the  same  meaning  with  which 
it  spake  when  it  came  from  the  hands  of  its  framers,  and  was 
voted  on  and  adopted  by  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

That  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  designed  to  secure  to 
the  Federal  Government  a  plenary  control  over  all  maritime 
questions  arising  in  their  intercourse  with  foreign  nations, 
whether  of  peace  or  war,  which  assumed  a  juridical  form 
through  courts  of  its  own  appointment,  is  more  than  probable 
from  the  instrument  and  the  contemporary  expositions  I  have 
quoted.  This  was  the  primary  and  designed  object  of  the 
authors  of  the  Constitution  in  granting  this  jurisdiction.  It  is 
likewise  probahle  that  the  jurisdiction  which  had  been  exer- 
cised from  the  infancy  of  the  colonies  to  the  reign  of  Georm 
III,  by  courts  of  admiralty,  under  laws  of  navigation,  traoe, 
and  revenue,  was  considered  as  forming  a  legitimate  branch  of 
the  admiralty  jurisdiction.  Such  was  the  opinion  of  the  First 
Congress  under  the  Constitution,  and  it  has  been  confirmed  in 
this  court  (3  DalL,  897 ;  2  Cr.,  405;  4  Cr.,  448;  2  II.,  210.) 
If  the  instance  jurisdiction  of  the  court  was  at  all  remembered, 
the  reminiscence  was  not  of  a  nature  to  create  alarm*  The 
cases  for  its  employment  were  few  and  defined.  Those  did 
not  dopend  upon  any  purely  municipal  code,  nor  afiect  any 
question  of  public  or  political  interest  They  related  for  the 
most  part  to  transactions  at  a  distance,  which  did  not  involve 
the  interests  nor  attract  the  observation  of  an^  considerable 
elass  of  persons.    No  one  could  imagine  that  this  jurisdictioiiy 
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by  the  interpretation  of  those  who  were  to  exercise  it,  conld 
penetrate  wherever  a  vessel  often  tons  might  enter  within  any 
of  the  States. 

The  question  arises,  what  are  the  power  and  jurisdiction 
claimed  for  the  courts  of  the  [Jnited  States  hy  this  reversal  of 
the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  of  Alabama? 

The  Supreme  Court  requires  that  court  to  take  cognizance 
of  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  that  arise  on 
lakes  and  on  rivers,  as  if  they  were  hieh  seas.  Dunlap,  defi« 
nine  the  constitutional  jurisdiction  in  ISSS,  said,  that  *Mt  com- 
prehends all  maritime  contracts,  torts,  and  injuries.  The  lat- 
ter branch  is  necessarily  bounded  by  locality ;  the  former  ex- 
tends over  all  contracts,  whensoever  they  may  be  made  and 
executed,  or  whatever  may  be  the  form  of  the  stipulation  which 
relates  to  the  navigation,  business,  or  commerce  of  the  sea." 
{Dunlap's  Pr.,  48.) 

This  was  the  broad  pretension  for  the  admiralty  set  up  by 
Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  Dolovio  v.  Boit,  in  1815,  under  which  the 
le^l  profession  and  this  court  staggered  for  thirty  years  before 
being  able  to  maintain  it  The  definition  to  be  deduced  from 
the  present  decision  deprives  that  of  any  significance.  That 
aftbrds  no  description  of  the  subject. 

The  definition  under  this  decree,  if  carried  to  its  logical  ex- 
tant, will  run  thus:  "That  the  admiralty  and  maritime  juris- 
diction of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  extends  to  ail  cases 
of  contracts,  torts,  and  injuries,  which  arise  in  or  concern  the 
navigation,  commerce,  or  business  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  or  persons  commorant  therein,  on  any  of  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  world." 

1  proceed  now  to  examine  the  jurisprudence  of  the  courts  of 
the  United  States,  to  ascertain  the  various  stages  in  the  pro- 
gress to  the  ^oal  which  has  been  to-day  attained.  The  tend- 
ency of  opinion  in  the  first  years  of  the  existence  of  the  Uuion 
was  to  limit  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  according  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  British  court  of  admiralty.  Justice  Washington  so 
declared  in  1806;  United  States  o.  McGill,  4  Dall.,  895;  and  his 
learned  successor  maintained  the  same  doctrine.  (Bald.  K.,  544.) 

This  opinion  was  assailed  by  Justice  Story  in  Delovio  v.  Boit, 
2  Qall.,  895,  in  the  year  1815. 

The  question  of  jurisdiction  arose  on  a  libel  founded  on  a 
policy  of  insurance,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  was  sus- 
tained. I  believe  I  express  a  general,  if  not  universal,  opinion 
of  tlio  le^l  profession,  in  saying  that  this  judgment  was  erro* 
neous.  I  understand  Justice  Curtis  to  intimate  the  cxistonoe 
of  8uch  an  opinion  in  the  Gloucester  Insurance  Company  9. 
Younger,  2  (Jurt.  R.,  822. 
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Tue  opinion  of  Justice  Story,  in  the  cause  of  Delovio  v.  Boi^ 
if  celebrated  for  its  research,  and  remarkable,  in  my  opinion,, 
for  its  boldness  in  asserting  novel  conclusions,  and  the  facility 
with  which  authentic  historical  evidence  that  contradicted 
them  is  disposed  of.  The  examination  of  the  English  authori- 
ties resulted  in  the  following  conclusions. 

In  the  construction  of  the  statutes  of  Richard  11  and  Henry 
IV,  ^^the  admiralty  has  wfdformly  and  nriihoui  hesiiaiicnf*'  h& 
says,  ^'maintained  that  they  were  never  intended  to  abridge  or 
restrain  the  rightful  jurisdiction  of  the  court;  that  they  meant 
to  take  away  any  pretence  of  entertaining  suits  upon  contracts 
arising  wholly  upon  laud,  and  referring  solely  to  terrene  af- 
fiurs ;  and  upon  torts  or  injuries  which,  though  arising  in  ports^ 
were  not  done  within  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide ;  and  that 
the  language  of  these  statutes,  as  well  as  the  manifest  objeot 
thereof,  as  stated  in  the  preambles,  and  in  the  petitions  on 
which  they  were  founded,  is  fully  satisfied  by  this  exposition. 
So  that,  consistently  with  the  statutes,  the  admiralty  may  still 
exercise  jurisdiction :  1.  Over  torts  and  ii^juries  upon  the  hi^b 
seas,  and  in  ports  within  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  and  m 
great  streams  below  the  flrst  bridges;  2.  Over  all  maritime 
contracts  arising  at  home  or  abroad ;  8.  Over  matters  of  prize 
and  its  incidents."  In  regard  to  the  conclusions  of  the  oourta 
of  common  law  he  says : 

That  the  common-law  interpretation  of  these  statutes  abridffe» 
the  jurisdiction  to  things  wholly  done  on  the  sea.  2.  That 
the  common-law  interpretation  of  these  statutes  is  indefensible 
upon  principle,  and  the  decisions  founded  upon  it  are  in* 
<K>nsi8tent  and  unsatisfactory.  8.  That  the  interpretation  of 
che  same  statutes  does  not  abridge  any  of  its  ancient  jurisdic- 
tion, but  leaves  to  it  cognizance  of  all  maritime  contracts,  torts,, 
injuries,  and  ofiences  upon  the  high  seas,  and  in  ports  as  for 
as  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.  4.  That  this  is  the  true  limit 
of  the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  on  principle.  In  regard  to  the 
case  of  the  collision  between  ships  and  steamboats,  we  have 
the  authoritative  declaration  of  the  judge  of  the  admiralty.  I 
have  cited  it  to  show  that  this  statement  of  the  English  law  ia 
not  accurate.  And  Sir  John  NichoU,  in  the  same  court,  in  8 
Hagg.,  257,  288,  difiers  materially  from  other  portions  of  tiie 
same  statement.  It  may  be  true  that  the  English  court  of  ad- 
miralty, with  the  approbation  of  the  Kins,  took  cognizance 
of  causes  arising  within  the  limits  of  Engbnd,  in  despite  of 
the  prohibition  by  Parliament.  But  the  ^reat  charter,  and 
other  statutes  of  importance  to  the  liberties  of  the  realm^ 
weire  also  violated  by  the  same  authority.  It  is  also  true 
that  the  twelve  judges  of  England,  and  the  attemej  genp 
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%nXy  in  Hie  presence  of  tbe  Kinr  and  the  Privy  €!onnc{ly 
d9ber  eoiemn  debate,  in  1682,  simra  an  ^reenient  to  concede 
to  the  admiralty  a  larger  jariemction.  Bat  snch  an  act  was 
illegal,  and  by  the  jadgee  extrarjudicial.  Ten  of  those  jadms, 
ibar  yeans  later,  presided  in  the  caae  against  Hampden  for  ship 
money;  the  attorney  general  was  the  inventor  of  the  writ  for 
its  levy;  the  Privy  Council  was  that  which  Strafford  and  Laud 
had  organized  to  rule  England  without  a  Parliament,  and  which 
was  made  hateful  by  its  arbitrary  and  violent  proceedings. 
And  the  contract  itself  was  denounced  as  unconstitutional  virf 
Lord  Coke,  who,  but  a  few  years  before,  had  prepared  the 
Petition  of  Right  in  which  the  legal  constitution  of  England 
was  embodied.  For  all  contracts,  pleas,  and  quarrels,  made  and 
done  upon  a  river,  haven,  or  creek,  within  the  realm  of  Eujg* 
land,  he  said,  ^^the  Admiral,  without  question,  hath  not  Juris- 
diction, for  then  he  should  hold  plea  of  things  done  within  the 
body  of  the  county,  which  are  triable  by  vermct  of  twelve  men, 
and  merely  determinable  by  the  common  law,  and  not  within 
the  admiralty  and  by  the  civil  law;  for  that  were  to  ohango 
and  alter  the  law  in  such  cases."  (4  Co.  Inst,  185.)  And 
finally,  in  1640,  to  close  the  door  upon  all  such  attempts  of  tho 
King  and  his  Privy  Council,  the  fifth  section  of  the  act  **For 
the  regulating  of  the  Privy  Council,  and  for  taking  away  the 
court  commonly  called  the  Star  Chamber,"  which  I  have  al- 
ready quoted,  was  adopted. 

The  great  and  controlling  question  of  contest  in  this  long 
period  of  contest  was  as  to  the  supremacy  of  the  Parliament^ 
and  a  very  important  form  of  that  question  related  to  its  or« 
ganization  of  the  courts  and  its  regulation  of  their  jurisdiction. 
When  the  supremacy  of  Parliament  had  been  established  b^ 
the  Revolution,  its  enactments  which  had  defined  the  consti- 
tutional limits  of  the  courts  of  judicature  were  no  longer  op 
posed  or  contradicted.  The  error  of  the  opinion  in  Deiovio  v. 
looit,  on  this  subject,  in  mv  judgment,  consists  in  its  adoption 
of  the  harsh  and  acrimonious  censures  of  discarded  and  dis- 
comfited civilians  on  the  conduct  of  the  great  patriots  of  Eng- 
land, whose  courage,  sagacity,  and  patriotism,  secured  the  rights 
of  her  people,  as  any  evidence  of  historical  facts. 
.  But  the  royal  ordinances  of  Louis  XIV  unquestionablv  af- 
ford that  support  to  the  decision  and  opinion  in  that  case  wnich 
cannot  be  found  in  the  English  law.  The  policy  of  insurance 
18  enumerated  among  the  contracts  submitted  to  the^  French 
courts  of  admiralty,  and  the  formulary  in  which  the  jurisdiction 
as  to  torts  and  offences  is  expressea  in  the  opinion  is  a^  free 
translation  from  the  French  orainances.  I  refer  to  the  opinion 
in  tiie  case  of  Deiovio  v.  Boit,  as  the  first  and  most  comploto 
VOL.  XX.  22 
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exposition  of  the  sjBtem  which  its  author  afterwards  introduced 
as  the  doctrine  of  the  court,  in  the  Thomas  Jefferson,  in  1825; 
Orleans  v.  Phoebus,  in  1837;  and  Coombs's  case,  in  1888;  and 
which  was  more  fully  sanctioned  in  the  opinions  of  the  court 
m  subsequent  cases;  and  because  he  defends  in  that  opinion 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  upon  grounds  which  are 
not  to  be  reconciled  with  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  present 
cause. 

In  the  Steamboat  Orleans  r.  Phoebus,  11.  Pet.,  173,  decided 
in  1835,  the  court  say :  "  The  true  test  of  jurisdiction  is,  whether 
the  vessel  be  engaged  substantially  in  maritime  navi^tion,  or  in 
interior  navigation  and  trade,  not  on  tide-waters.  In  the  latter 
case  there  is  no  jurisdiction."  In  the  United  States  v.  Coombs,  12 
Pet.,  73,  the  direct  question  arose  as  to  the  limits  of  this  jurisdic- 
tion. The  court  answers,  as  in  former  cases,  "  That  in  cases  pure- 
ly dependent  upon  the  locality  of  the  act  done,  it  is  limited  to  the 
sea  and  to  tide- waters  as  far  as  the  tide  flows;  and  that  it  does 
hot  reach  beyond  high-water  mark.  It  is  the  doctrine  repeat- 
edly asserted  bv  this  court,  and  we  see  no  reason  to  depart 
from,  it."  In  waring  v.  Clark,  5  How.,  441,  the  same  ques- 
tion was  again  considered  by  the  court.  The  claimants  of  the 
largest  extent  of  jurisdiction  for  the  court  expressed  their 
opinion  through  Mr.  Justice  Wayne.  He  cited  the  former 
decisions  with  approbation,  and  said  that  the  question  was  no 
longer  open  in  the  court;  "that  it  was  res  jitdicaia  in  this 
court."  Again,  in  1848,  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  expressing  the 
views  of  the  four  judges  who  concurred  with  Justice  Wayne 
in  the  former  case,  (New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Company 
t?.  Merchants'  Bank,  6  How.,  344,)  disclaimed  jurisdiction  over 
"contracts  growing  out  of  the  purely  internal  commerce  of 
the  State,  as  well  as  commerce  beyond  tide- waters,"  stating 
that  "they  are  ffenerally  domestic  in  their  origin  and  operation, 
and  coula  hardly  have  been  intended  to  be  drawn  within  the 
cognizance  of  the  Federal  courts."  I  think  it  is  manifest,  tha^ 
had  the  case  before  the  court  been  produced  before  it  ten  years 
ago,  it  would  have  been  unanimously  dismissed  for  the  want 
of  jurisdiction.  From  the  decision  m  the  Thomas  Jeflferson, 
in  1825,  to  that  of  the  New  Jersey  Navigation  Company  v» 
the  Merchants'  Bank,  in  1848,  two  generations  of  judges  have 
agreed  to  doctrines  wholly  irreconcilable  with  the  judgment 
now  given. 

In  1851,  the  case  of  the  Genesee  Chief  v.  Fitzhu^h,  12  How., 
443,  came  before  the  court.  It  was  a  cause  of  collision  betwoeii 
steamboats  navigating  Lake  Ontario,  and  engaged  in  the  conv- 
merce  of  diflferent  States.  '  The  District  Court  exercised  juris- 
diction under  the  act  of  February,  1845,  (5  Stat,  at  L.,  726,) 
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which  provided  for  such  cases  on  the  lakes,  and  navigable 
waters  connected  with  them,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  same 
vessels  had  been  employed  in  navigating  the  high  seas  or  on 
tide-waters  within  the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  with  a  proviso 
that  all  the  issues  of  fact  might  be  tried  by  a  jurv. 

The  court  decided  that  the  act  was  not  a  regulation  of  com- 
merce between  the  States,  and  that  the  jurisdiction  conferred 
on  the  District  Court  could  not  be  sustained  as  a  regulation  of 
<^ommerce  among. the  States,  and  that  the  judicial  power  of  the 
United  States  could  not  be  extended  by  such  legislation.  The 
<court,  after  this  sound  constitutional  argument,  proceed  to  sa^: 
*'  K  the  meaning  of  these  terms  in  the  Constitution  was  now  K)r 
the  first  time  brought  before  this  court,  there  could,  we  think,  be 
no  hesitation  in  saying  that  the  lakes  and  their  connectingwaters 
were  embraced  in  them.  These  lakes  are,  in  truth,  inland 
fieas.  Different  States  border  on  them  on  one  side,  and  a  for- 
eign nation  on  the  other;  a  great  and  growing  commerce  be- 
tween different  States  and  a  foreis^n  nation,  which  is  subject 
to  all  the  incidents  and  hazards  that  attend  commerce  on  the 
ocean.  Hostile  fleets  have  encountered  in  them,  and  prizes 
have  been  made ;  and  every  reason  which  exists  for  the  grant 
of  admiralty  jurisdiction  to  the  General  Government  on  the 
Atlantic  seas,  applies  with  equal  force  to  the  lakes.  There  is 
an  equal  necessitjr  for  the  instance  power,  and  for  the  prize 
power  of  the  admiralty  court  to  administer  admiralty  law;  and 
if  the  oile  cannot  be  established,  neither  can  be  the  other." 

All  the  considerations  mentioned  in  this  argument  applied 
to  the  Mississippi  river  in  1789,  and  some  of  Siem  do  at  this 
time. 

I  have  stated  the  entire  argument  of  the  court  upon  the 
precise  question,  whether  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause  for  damage  in  that  locality.  The  court  say,  ^^the  only 
objection  made  to  the  jurisdiction  is,  that  there  is  no  tide  in 
the  lakes,  or  the  waters  connecting  them;  and  it  is  said  that 
the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  as  known  and  under-, 
stood  in  England  and  this  country  at  the  time  the  Constitution 
was  adopted,  was  confined  to  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.'' 
The  Chief  Justice  combats  this  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  in  that  cause,  and  pronounces  for  the  court  that  tidt 
does  not  form  the  criterion  of  jurisdiction.  In  my  opinion,  the 
argument  of  the  court  in  favor  of  jurisdiction  is  imposing;  and 
also  that  the  objection  taken  by  the  appellants,  as  reported  in 
the  opinion,  does  not  embody  the  strength  of  the  objection  to 
the  jurisdiction.  To  ascertain  the  scope  of  the  opinion,  it  is 
necessary  to  examine  the  argument  of  the  court,  and  the  wortb 
of  the  objection  taken  to  the  jurisdiction  and  combated. 
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Th^  Iftkei  M8  eertmdj  aot  Mas  aooordiiif  te  the  mjf 
ntfoKtioii  of  that  word  in  tiiie  law  of  nations  or  the  Adntt* 
rsl's  eoBimission.  They  are  not  oommon  InAwajm  for  alt 
nations,  open  to  the  ahl|^  of  all,  and  exempted  from  the  tnn- 
nicipal  regnlation  and  oontrol  of  any.  The  sovereignty  ot«v 
them  belongs  to  the  riparian  proprietors,  in  the  same  manner 
as  over  the  Rhine  or  Kio  Qnnde  rivers;  uid  the  American 
States  and  British  Queen  have  respectively  oourts  to  adminis- 
ter their  laws  within  the  limits  of  their  several  titles,  te  the- 
middle  of  the  lakes,  against  those  who  majr  oflEend  against 
them.  The  jarisdiction  of  the  court  of  admiral^  cannot  k» 
supported  upon  the  lakes  as  seas.  But  the  lakes  fSmn  an  ez- 
tM*nal  maritime  boundarv  of  the  United  States,  and  are  a  com* 
mercial  highway,  which  by  treaty  is  common  to  the  inhid>itants 
of  the  two  maritime  and  commercial  countries  wfaoee  posses- 
sions border  them.  The  commerce  of  these  countries  is  grsat 
and  growing,  and  exposed  to  depredation;  and  in  the  iJbMnee 
of  a  navy,  and  without  defined  boundaries,  the  police  of  the 
States  on  this  exposed  frontier  may  be  inefficient  fer  the  pro- 
tection of  the  interests  of  the  Union.  I  shall  not  inquire 
whetiier  these  considerations,  or  those  amon^  them  whidi  are 
iu[>plicable  to  the  river  Mississippi,  authorized  the  decisions  in 
the  Genesee  Chief  v.  Fitzhugh,  12  How. ;  and  Fritz  v.  Bull, 
12  How.,  466 ;  Walsh  v.  Rogers,  18  How.,  288.  I  have  yielded 
to  the  principle  of  stare  deems,  and  have  applied  the  deeision» 
as  I  found  them  when  I  came  into  this  court.  But  not  one  of 
these  considerations  has  any  application  to  the  case  before  this 
oonrt  The  Alabama  river  is  not  an  inland  sea.  Its  navi^a* 
tion  was  not  open  to  a  single  foreign  vessel  when  this  coUisioii 
took  place.  !n  o  port  had  ueen  established  on  it  by  the  author^ 
ity  of  Congress.  The  commerce  that  passes  over  it  consists 
mainly  of  the  products  of  the  State,  and  the  objects  received 
in  exchange,  at  the  only  seaport  of  the  State.  For  its  whote^ 
len^h  it  is  subject  to  the  same  State  Government,  and  its 
police  does  not  involve  a  necessity  for  a  navy. 

The  objection  noticed  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  Qen- 
esee  Chief,  as  opposed  in  the  argument  against  the  Jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  I  have  said  does  not  meet  the  force  of  the  adver- 
sary opinion.  In  France,  the  domain  of  the  Admiral  was  lim* 
jted  to  the  sea,  its  coasts,  ports,  havens,  and  shores  to  the  high* 
water  mark,  and  his  seignoral  right  to  dispense  justice  was 
confined  to  his  domain.  The  contest  there  was  as  to  the  ex- 
tent of  rival  seignories.  But  in  Great  Britain  the  contest  htd 
a  more  profound  significance  than  is  to  be  found  in  a  contro> 
venv  merely  between  rival  feodat<»ies. 

The  Admiral'^  jurisdiction  there  had  no  relation  to  the  salt 
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>er  fvedliuess  of  the  waters,  nor  whether  the  rivers  were 
pabliC'  Of  ppivate,  nafviffahle  or  floatable.  The  qaestion  waa> 
whether  Englishinea  shouM  be  governed  by  English  laws-^  or 
**  whether  contracts,  pleas,  and  quarrels,  should  be  dv&wnad 
0/iud  examerty  and  be  sentenced  per  aliam  legem.''  The  EnglisA 
Commons  abhorred -the  summary  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of 
€ivil  law,,  their  private  examinotloa  of  wibnesses,  their  rejection 
0{  a  jony  of  the  vicinage,  the  discretixxn  they  allowed  to  the 
jodge,^  and  their  foreign  code.  They  erected  a  barrier  of  ^ual 
fltatutes  to  exclude  them  from  the  body  of  any  county,  either 
on  land  or  water. 

The  people  of  the  several  States  have  retained  the  popular 
element  of  the  judicial  administration  of  England,  and  the  at- 
tachment of  her  people  to  the  institutions  of  local  self-^overa^ 
ment  In  Alabama,  tie  "trial  by  jury  is  preserved  inviolate,** 
that  being  regarded  as  "an  essential  principle  of  liberty  and 
free  government."  In  the  court  of  admiralty  the  people  have 
no  place  as  jurors.  A  single  judge,  deriving  his  appointment 
from  an  independent  Government,  administers  in  that  court  a 
code  which  a  Federal  judge  has  described  as  "resting  upon 
the  general  principles  of  maritime  law,  and  that  it  is  not  com* 
petent  to  the  States,  by  any  local  legislation,  to  enlarge,  or 
limit,  or  narrow  it."     ^2  Story  R.,  456.) 

If  the  principle  of  this  decree  is  carried  to  its  logical  extent, 
all  cases  arising  in  the  transportation  of  property  or  persons 
irom  the  towns  and  landing-places  of  the  different  States,  to 
other  towns  and  landing-places,  whether  in  or  out  of  the  State; 
all  cases  of  tort  or  damage  arising  in  the  navigation  of  the  in- 
ternal waters,  whether  involving  the  security  of  persons  or  title 
to  property,  in  eithec;  all  cases  of  supply  to  those  en^a^ed  in 
tlie  navigation,  not  to  enumerate  others,  will  be  cognizable  in 
the  District  Courts  of  the  United  States.  If  the  dogma  of 
judges  iii  regard  to  the  system  of  laws  to  be  administered  pre^ 
vails,  then  this  whole  class  of  cases  may  be  drawn  ad  aliua  eX' 
amenj  and  placed  under  the  dominion  of  a  foreign  code,  whether 
then  atriae  ammg  citizens  or  others.  The  States  are  deprived  of 
the  power  to  mould  their  own  laws  in  respect  of  persons  and 
things  within  iJieir  limits,  and  which  are  appropriately  subject 
to  their  sovereignty.  The  riffht  of  the  people  to  self-govern- 
Bim.t  is  thus  abridged — abridged  to  the  precise  extent,  that  a 
iV^gfi  appointed  by  another  Qovernment  may  impose  a  law,  not 
aaiu:tioned  by  the-  representatives  or  agents  of  the  people,  upon 
ihe^citiaens  of  the  State.  Thus  the  contest  here  assumes  the 
msm^  significance  as  in  Great  Britain,  and,  in  its  last  analysis, 
iuvolves  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  people  to  determine 
tJBms  own  laws  and  le^  institutibos.    And  suoelj  thia  olyjO^ 
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tioa  to  the  decree  is  independent  of  any  consideration  whether 
the  river  is  subject  to  tides,  or  is  navigable  from  the  sea. 

This  decree  derives  no  strength  from  the  legislation  of  Con- 
gress, bat  a  strong  argument  is  to  be  deduced  from  the  act  of 
1846  in  opposition  to  it  The  learned  author  of  the  opinion 
in  Delovio  v.  Boit,  and  in  the  case  of  the  Thomas  Jefferson, 
(Justice  Story,)  has  the  reputation  of  being  the  author  of  the 
iact.  He  proposed  to  bring  under  the  judicial  administration 
of  the  United  States,  cases  that  did  not  belong  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  admiralty  under  the  authoritative  exposition  of  the 
Constitution  by  this  court.  The  first  suggestion  of  the  feasi- 
bility of  such  a  law  is  to  be  found  in  the  opinion  given  in  the 
case  of  the  Thomas  Jefterson,  in  1825,  and  is  enough  to  relieve 
this  court  from  the  imputation  of  having  decided  that  case 
without  a  proper  appreciation  of  the  magnitude  of  the  question. 

The  act  of  1845  involves  the  admission,  that  cases  arising  on 
waters  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States  other  than  tide- 
waters were  cases  at  common  law,  and  that  a  jury,  under  the 
seventh  amendment  of  the  Constitution,  muflt  be  preserved. 
It  was  framed  on  the  hypothesis  that  Congress  might  increase 
the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  so  as  to  comprise  all 
cases  arising  on,  or  which  related  to,  any  subject  to  which  its 
legislation  extended.  It  is  apparent  that  this  court  in  1847, 
and  afterwards  in  1848,  when  the  suits  of  Waring  v.  Clark, 
and  the  New  Jersey  Navigation  Co.  v.  The  Merchants'  Bank, 
were  so  elaborately  discussed,  were  wholly  unconscious  of  the 
fact  that  this  act  contained  a  recognition  of  any  iurisdiction  in 
admiralty,  additional  to  what  had  oeen  previously  exercised. 

The  only  inference  that  can  be  drawn  properly  from  the  act 
of  1845,  in  m^  opinion,  is,  that  Congresep  recognised  the  limit 
that  the  decisions  in  the  earlier  cases  in  this  court  had  estab- 
lished  for  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  and  its  own 
incapacity  to  confer  a  more  enlarged  jurisdiction  of  that  kind* 

I  have  performed  my  duty,  in  my  opinion,  in  expressing  at 
large  my  convictions  on  the  subject  of  the  powers  of  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  under  tiie  clause  of  the  Oonstitation  I 
have  considered. 

There  have  been  cases,  since  I  came  into  this  court,  involv- 
ing the  iurisdiction  of  the  court  on  the  seas  and  their  tide^ 
waters,  the  lakes,  and  the  Mississippi  river.  I  have  applied 
the  law  as  settled  in  previous  decisions,  in  deference  to  the 
principle  of  aiare  decisiSy  without  opposing  any  objection — 
though  in  a  portion  of  those  decisions  the  reasons  of  the  court 
did  not  satisfy  my  own  judgment.  I  consider  that  the  present 
case  carries  the  jurisdiction  to  an  incalculable  extent  beyond 
any  other,  and  all  others,  that  have  heretofore  been  pronounced. 
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and  that  it  must  create  a  revolution  in  the  admiralty  adminifl- 
tration  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States ;  that  the  chanfi;e  wiU 
produce  heart-burning  and  discontent,  and  involve  collisions 
with  State  Legislatures  and  State  jurisdictions.  And,  finally, 
it  is  a  violation  of  the  riehts  reserved  in  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  to  the  States  and  the  people. 


Timothy  S.  Qoodman,  Plaintivf  in  Eebok,  v.  Johh  Simokds 

Where  an  accepted  and  endorsed  bill  of  exchange  was  placed  by  the  drawer  ae 
collateral  secarity  for  his  own  debt  in  the  hands  of  his  creditor,  and  when  the 
creditor  came  to  sne  the  acceptor,  the  court  instructed  the  jury,  "  that  if  such 
facts  and  circumstances  were  known  to  the  plaintiff  as  caused  him  to  suspect  or 
that  would  have  caused  one  of  ordinary  prudence  to  suspect,  that  the  drawer  had 
no  interest  in  the  bill,  and  no  authority  to  use  the  same  for  his  own  benefit,  and 
by  ordinary  diligence  he  could  have  ascertained  these  facts,"  then  the  jury  would 
find  for  the  defendant — ^this  instruction  was  erroneous. 

The  facts  of  the  case  examined,  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  these  points. 

This  court  again  says,  that  a  bona  fide  holder  of  a  negotiable  instrument  for  a  valu- 
able consideration,  without  notice  of  facts  which  impeach  its  validity  between 
the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  takes  it  under  an  endorsement  made  before  the  same 
becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts,  and  may  recover  thereon, 
although  as  between  the  antecedent  parties  the  transaction  may  be  without  any 
legal  validity. 

Where  a  party  is  in  possession  of  a  negotiable  instrument,  the  presumption  is  that 
he  holds  it  for  valne,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  him  who  disputes  it;  an 
exception  being  where  the  defect  appears  on  the  face  of  the  instrument. 

It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  whether  or  not  the  holder  had  knowledge  of 
defects  existing  antecedently  to  the  transfer  to  him. 

The  English  and  American  cases  examined. 

Surrendering  collateral  secmities  previously  given,  and  affording  increased  indnl« 
gence  as  to  time,  furnish  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  transfer  of  new  col- 
laterals. 

This  case  was  brought  ap,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Cirooit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Missouri. 

Goodman  was  a  citizen  of  Ohio,  and  Simonds  of  Missouri. 

The  suit  was  brought  by  Gk>odman,  upon  the  following  bill 
of  exchange: 

EXCHANGE  FOB  $6,000. 

OiKciNNATi,  0.,  Sept.  12,  1847. 
Four  months  after  date  of  this,  m^  first  of  exchange,  (second 
unpaid,")  pay  to  the  order  of  John  Sigerson  five  thousand  dol 
lars,  value  received,  and  charge  the  same  to  account. 

Your  ob't  serv't,  Wallace  Sigerson. 

Mr.  John  Smumda^  SL  LcndSy  Mo. 

Upon  the  &ce  of  the  bill  was  written,  <<  Accepted,  John 
Simonds;"  and  endorsed  upon  the  same  was  the  following* 
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*^Paj  to  T.  8.  Ooodman  k  Co.,  or  order;  John  Sigerson/' 
"Pay  W.  Neabit  k  Co.,  or  order;  T-  S.  Gtoodmaa  k  Co." 
"Pay  Timothy  S.  Ooodman,  without  recourse  to  W«  Neabit 
&Co." 

Two  of  these  parties,  vis:  John  Sigerson  and  Simonds,  lived 
in  St.  Louis,  and  the  other  two,  via :  Goodman  and  Wallace 
Sigerson,  in  Cincinnati.  The  bill  of  exchange  was  sent  from 
St.  Louis  to  Wallace  Sigerson,  at  Cincinnati,  endorsed  by  John 
Sigerson,  and  accepted  by  Simonds,  but  without  date,  and 
without  the  signature  of  the  drawer. 

The  narrative  of  the  transactions  which  led  to  the  possession 
of  the  hill  by  Goodman  is  given  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Upon  the  trial,  there  were  several  ruling  of  the  court,  but 
tl;  *"  one  upon  which  the  case  came  up  to  this  court  was  the  ful- 
lowing,  viz : 

The  defendant  asked  the  court  to  give  the  following  instruc- 
tion to  the  jury: 

"  The  defendant  moves  the  court  to  instruct :  If  the  jury  find, 
from  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  Wallace  Sigerson  never 
had  any  interest  in  the  bill  sued  on,  nor  in  the  proceeds  there- 
of nor  any  authority  to  use  the  same  for  his  own  benefit,  and 
did  dispose  of  the  same  tor  his  own  benefit  to  T.  S.  Goodman 
k  Co.,  and  the  plaintiff  was  at  the  time  one  of  said  firm,  and 
mhen  the  bill  was  so  transferred  to  said  firm  such  facts  and 
circumstances  were  known  to  the  said  Goodman  as  caused  him 
to  suspect,  or  that  would  have  caused  one  of  ordinary  prudence 
to  suspect^  that  said  Wallace  had  no  interest  in  the  bill,  and 
no  authority  to  use  the  same  for  his  own  benefit." 

To  the  giving  of  which  by  the  court  vhe  plaintiff  objected, 
and  the  court  gave  to  the  jury  that  instruction  amended  so  as 
to  read  as  follows : 

Same  instruction,  as  amended  by  the  court: 

'^  And  by  ordinary  diligence  he  could  have  ascertained  that 
said  Wallace  Sigerson  had  no  interest  in  said  bill,  and  no  au- 
thority to  use  the  same  for  his  own  benefit,  then  they  will  find 
for  the  defendant." 

To  the  giving  of  which,  as  thus  amended,  the  plaintiff*  ob- 
jected, and  excepted  then  and  there  to  the  giving  of  the  same 
te  the  jury. 

Under  this  instruction,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  d»> 
fendant,  and  the  plaintiff  brought  the  case  up  to  this  court 

It  was  ar^ed  by  JlSfr.  Pugh  for  the  plaintiff  in  error^  and  bj 
Mr.  Qeycr  tor  the  defendant. 


Mr.  Pugh  mad*  th#  foUomng  pointa: 
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L  The  title  of  s  holder  of  Denfotieble  paper,  aoqobed  before 
it  WW  dee,  for  ral  liable  conBideratiou,  is  not  aifected  bj  the 
ftmad  of  a  prior  party,  in  the  abeence  of  aetoal  notiee,  withoat 
pnMxf  of  bad  taith  on  the  part  of  the  holder. 

1.  This  was  the  origiiml  rule  declared  In  England.  (Miller 
9.  Race,  1  Bur.  R,  452;  Price  v.  Keal,  8  Bar.  R,  1^55;  8.  C, 
1  Blackfltone,  890;  Grant  i^.  Yaaghan,  8  Bar.  R,  1516;  S.  C, 
1  Blacketoue,  485;  Anonymoos,  1  Ld.  R^miond,  788 ;  Peacock 
9*  Uhodeii,  2  Doaglae,  688;  Lawson  v.  Weston,  4  E^inasee^ 
£6;  Morrie  v.  Lee,  2  Raymond,  1896;  8.  C,  1  8trange,  629.) 

2.  This  rale  was  afterwards  varied,  and  it  was  declared  diat 
Ihe  title  of  the  holder  of  negotiable  paper  wonld  not  be  pro- 
tected, where  it  had  been  acquired  under  circumstances  which 
onght  to  have  excited  the  suspicions  of  a  prudent  and  carefol 
man.  /Oill  v.  Cubitt,  8  Barn,  and  Cress.,  466;  Down  v.  Hail- 
ing, 4  Barn,  and  Cress.,  880;  8now  v.  Peacock,  2  Car.  and 
Pavne,  215;  Beckwith  v.  Corral,  2  Car.  and  Payne,  261;  Snow 
V.  Leathern,  2  Car.  and  Payne,  814;  81ater  v.  West,  8  Car.  and 
Pavne,  825;  8trange  v.  Wimey,  6  Bing.,  677.) 

8.  The  rule  was  again  modified,  and  it  was  held  that  the  want 
of  care,  necessary  to  impeach  the  title  of  the  holder  of  nego* 
tiable  paper,  must  have  been  gross.  (Crook  v.  Jadis,  5  Barn. 
*nd  Adotphus,  909 ;  Backhouse  v.  Harrison,  5  Bam.  and  Adol* 
phus,  1098.) 

4.  Finally,  the  original  rule  was  restored,  and  it  was  decided 
that  his  title  would  be  good,  unless  the  holder  was  euilty  of 
had  faith.  Lord  Denmau  said,  ^'  We  have  shaken  oft  the  last 
lemnant  of  the  contrary  doctrine.'"  (Goodman  r.  ilarvey,  4 
Adolpbus  and  Ellis,  870;  Uther  v.  Rich,  10  Adolphus  and 
Ellis*  784;  Arbouin  v.  Anderson,  1  Adolphus  and  Ellis,  N.  8., 
498;  Stephens  v.  Foster,  1  Cromp.,  Mees.,  and  Roscoe,  849; 
Palmer  c.  Richards,  1  Eng.  Law  and  Eq.  R.,  529;  Marston  v. 
Allen,  8  Mees.  and  Wels.,  494;  Raphael  t;.  Bank  of  England, 
88  Kuir.  Law  and  Eq.  R,  276.) 

6.  The  rule  is  unaerstcod  in  this  country  according  to  the 
latest  cases  in  England.  (Story  on  Bills  of  Exchange,  194^ 
416;  Hull  V.  Wilson,  16  Barbour  S.  C.  R,  550;  Saltmarah  9. 
TotUill,  13  Ala.  R,  890.) 

Mr.  Oeyer  made  the  following  points: 

The  decision  of  the  Circuit  (^urt  in  ovemirmg  the  meii«i 
€f  the  plaintiif  for.  a  new  trial  not  being  the  subject  of  revieiw 
#•  a  writ  of  error,  the  only  questions  for  the  oonsideratioii  of 
ibis  conrt  arise  on  the  instructions  given  to  the  jufy ;  and  thsMU 
tito  dofcfrdant  submits,  were  quite  ae  fiivetable  te  ther  ftainlm 
«»tiM  law  woald  allow. 
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L  It  having  been  established,  by  the  evidence  at  the  trial, 
that  Wallace  Bigerson,  the  drawer,  had  no  interest  in  the  blD 
saed  on,  and  no  authority  to  use,  transfer,  or  otherwise  dis- 
pose of  it  for  his  own  benefit;  that  he  transferred  it  to  the 
Slaintiff  fraudulently,  in  violation  of  a  special  trust,  the  burden 
evolved  upon  him  to  prove  that  he  acquired  the  bill  in  good 
faith,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  in  the  usual  course  of  trade; 
failing  in  that,  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  fBaily  v.  Bid- 
well,  18  Mees.  and  W.,  78 ;  Harvey  v.  Towers,  6  Welsby,  H. 
and  Q.,  p.  666 ;  Monroe  v.  Cooper,  6  Pick.,  412 ;  Bissell  v.  Mor- 

Sm,  11  Gushing,  198;  Sanford  v.  Norton,  14  Vermont  R.,  228; 
ertrand  v.  Barkman,  13  Ark,,  160:  Thompson  v.  Armstrong, 
7  Ala.  R.,  256;  Snyder  v.  Riley,  6  Barr.  Pa,  R.,  664;  McKee- 
son  V.  Stansbury,  8  Ohio  K  S.,  166;  Ware  v.  Boydell,  8  M. 
and  8.,  148;  Beltzhoover  v.  Blackstock,  8  Watts,  26;  Vallet  v. 
Parker,  6  Wend.,  616 ;  Catlin  v.  Hanson,  1  Duer  N".  Y.  R.,  822.) 
n.  The  bill  was  not  transferred  absolutely  and  unconditioo- 
ally,  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  for  a  valuable  consideration. 
It  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  and  received  by  him,  merely 
as  collateral  security  for  an  antecedent  debt,  the  ^neral  prop- 
erty remaining  in  the  drawer,  not  in  the  plaintiff;  there  was 
no  money,  goods,  or  credit  given,  or  liabilitv  incurred;  no 
security  or  valuable  ri^ht  relinquished  by  the  plaintiff,  nor  any 
new  and  distinct  consideration  of  any  kind  for  the  transfer  of 
the  bill.  Therefore  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value  as  against  the  defendant,  so  as  to  exclude  the  defences 
which  he  had  against  the  drawer.  (Jenness  v.  Bean,  10  N.  H. 
R.,  266;  Williams  v.  Little,  11  ib,,  66;  Ooddington  v.  Bay,  20 
Johns.  R.,  637;  Wardell  v.  Howell,  9  Wend,,  170;  Clark  v. 
Eli,  2  Sandf.  Ch,  R.,  166;  White  v.  Springfield  Bank,  1  Barb. 
S.  0.  R.,  226;  Stalker  v.  McDonald,  6  Hill  K  T,  R.,  98;  Pe- 
trie  V.  Clark,  11  Sergt.  and  R.,  888;  Jackson  v.  Pollock,  2 
Miles  Pa.  R.,  862;  Evans  v.  Smith,  4  Binney,  866;  Napier  w. 
Elam,  6  Yerg.,  108 ;  Nichol  et  al.  v.  Bate,  10  Terg.,  429 ;  Kim- 
bro  V.  Lyttle,  417 ;  Van  Wyck  v.  Norvell,  2  Humph.  R,,  192; 
Prentice  v.  Weisinger  et  al.,  2  Qratton,  262;  Bank  of  Mobile 
V.  Hall,  6  Ala.  R.,  689 ;  Andrews  v.  Brothers  k  McCoy,  8  lb., 
920;  Bertrand  v.  Barkman,  18  Ark.  R.,  160;  Anderson  ».  Long, 
1  Mo.  R.,  866;  Goodman  v.  Simonds,  19  Mo.  R.,  106.) 

HL  It  was  fully  proved,  and  found  by  the  juiy,  that  the 
drawer  (Sigerson)  never  had  any  interest  in  the  bill  or  its-  pro- 
ceeds, and  no  authority  to  dispose  of  it  for  his  own  benefit; 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  facts  and  circumstances  were 
known  to  the  plaintiff  which  caused  him  to  suspect,  or  would 
have  caused  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  to  suspeot,  the  de- 
fect of  the  title  and  autiiority  of  the  drawer,  and  that  by  ordi- 
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aaiy  diligence  he  might  have  ascertained  that  the  drawer  had 
lio  interest  in  the  hill,  or  authority  to  use  it  for  his  own  benefit 
The  plaintiff  must  therefore  be  held  to  have  taken  the  bill  sub- 
ject to  all  the  defences  which  the  defendant  had  against  the 
drawer.  (Peacock  v.  Rhodes,  Douglass,  633 ;  Down  v.  Hailing, 
4  B.  and  C.,  830 ;  2  Car.  and  P.,  11 ;  Snow  v.  Peacock,  3  Bing., 
406;  2  C.  and  P.,  215;  Slater  v.  West,  3  Car.  and  P.,  325;  Sol- 
omans  v.  Bank  of  England,  13  East,  135 ;  Gill  v.  Cubitt,  4  Barn, 
and  C,  466;  De  La  Chaumette  v.  Bank  of  England,  9  Barn, 
and  C,  208;  Haynesi;.Foster,4thTjrw.,65;  Hatch  t?.  Searles, 
31  Eng.  L.  and  E.  R.,  219;  Ayer  v.  Hutchins,  4  Mass.,  370; 
Cone  V.  Baldwin,  12  Pick.,  645;  Hall  v.  Hale,  8  Con.,  386; 
Beltzhoover  v.  Blackstock,  3  Watts,  25 ;  McKeeson  v.  Stans- 
bury,  3  Ohio  K  S.;  Russell  v.  Haddock,  3  Gil.  Ills.,  238;  Ifich- 
olson  V.  Patton,  18  La.  R.,  216;  Lapice  v.  Clifton,  17  ib.,  152; 
L'Anfear  v.  Blosman,  1  La.  An.  R.,  156;  La.  State  Bank  v.  N. 
O.  Nav.  Co.,  8  La.  An.,  294;  Fowler  v.  Brantly,  14  Pet.,  818; 
Andrews  v.  Pond,  18  Pet.,  79.) 

Mr.  Greyer  then  proceeded  to  review  the  cases  and  element- 
ary authorities  in  an  elaborate  argument,  which  would  doubt- 
less  be  interesting  to  the  profession,  if  the  reporter  had  room 
to  insert  it.  But  he  can  only  find  space  for  the  concluding 
part,  which  was  as  follows : 

This  review  of  the  adjudged  cases  in  England  exhibits  the 
concurrent  authority  of  all  the  decisions  in  bank  in  support  of 
the  doctrine  that  the  holder  of  a  negotiable  instrument,  who  has 
taken  it  without  reasonable  caution,  and  under  circumstances 
which  ought  to  have  excited  the  suspicion  of  a  prudent  and 
careful  man  that  it  was  not  ^ood,  is  not  protected  against  the 
defences  of  prior  parties.  It  is  claimed,  however,  that  this  doc- 
trine has  been  overruled  by  more  recent  decisions.  (Crook  v. 
Jadis,  5  Bar.  and  Ad.,  909;  Backhouse  v.  Harrison,  ib.,  1098; 
and  Goodman  v.  Harvey,  4  Ad.  and  E.,  870.)  And  it  must  be 
conceded  that  they  do  in  terms  repudiate  that  doctrine,  so  louft 
and  so  firmly  established;  but  it  may  well  be  questioned 
whether  they  are  of  sufiicient  authority  to  overturn  it  and 
change  the  law  in  England,  or  induce  the  American  courts  to 
abandon  it. 

The  case  of  Crook  v.  Jadis  was  an  action  by  an  endorsee 
against  the  drawer  of  an  accommodation  bill ;  it  was  tried  at 
the  Middlesex  sittings,  after  Michaelmas  term,  1888,  before 
Denman,  Ch.  J.,  who  told  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff  if 
they  thought  he  had  not  been  guilty  of  gross  rmUgence  in  taking 
the  bill  under  the  circumstances  ^ven  in  evidfence.  The  jury 
havine  found  for  the  plaintifiP,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant 
moved  for  a  new  trial,  citing  Down  i;.  Hailing.    The  motion 
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mm  disposed  of  in  a  very  summary  way  by  the  court  m  hrnak* 
DeomaDy  Ch.  J.,  said:  *'I  used  the  expression  gross  nsgligaics 
advisedly,  because  I  ihofughi  nothing  less  ought  to  have  pr^ 
vented  the  plaintiff  recovering  on  the  bill."  Littledale,  J., 
who  had  approved  the  existing  doctrine  in  Rothschild  n>.  Cor- 
ney  et  ah,  9  B.  aul  C,  388,  said:  ^* There  must  be  gross  neg- 
ligence at  least,  in  a  ease  Uke  ^  present  to  deprive  the  party  of 
his  right  to  recover  on  a  bill  of  ex  change."  Taunton,  J.,  said: 
I  think  the  case  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury.  loannol 
4SimuUe  the  degree  of  care  which  a  prucUnt  man  should  take.  The 
question  put  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  gross  neglipence^  was  more  definite  and  appropri* 
«te»"  Patteson,  J.,  said:  ^^I  never  could  imderstand  what  is 
meant  by  a  party's  taking  &  bill  under  circumstances  which 
ought  to  have  excited  the  suspicion  of  a  prudent  man."  In 
Backhouse  v.  Harrison,  decided  at  the  same  term,  the  same 
doctrine  was  held,  on  the  authority  of  Crook  v.  Jadis ;  no  addi- 
tional reasons  are  given  for  the  opinion,  except  that  Patteson, 
J.,  had  ^^no  hesitation  in  saying  that  the  doctrine  first  laid  down 
in  Gill  V,  Cubitt,  and  acted  upon  in  other  cases,  has  gone  toe 
&r,  and  ought  to  be  restricted."  In  Goodman  v.  Harvey,  d^ 
eided  in  18§6,  a  non  suit  was  taken,  and  the  case  came  befjr# 
the  court  in  bank,  on  a  rule  nisi  tor  a  new  trial.  The  onlj 
opinion  reported  was  by  Lord  Denman,  Ch.  J.,  who  raid:  ^'Thc 
question  I  offered  to  submit  to  the  jury  was,  whether  the  plain 
tiff  had  been  guilty  of  gross  negligence  or  not  I  believe  wc 
are  all  of  opinion  that  gross  negliffence  only  would  not  be  a 
sufficient  answer,  where  the  partv  has  siven  consideration  for 
the  bill.  Gross  negligence  mav  be  evidence  of  mala  fdes,  bat 
?t  is  not  the  same  thing.  We  have  shaken  off  the  last  remnant 
of  the  contrary  doctrine.  Where  the  bill  has  passed  to  th« 
j^latutiff  without  any  proof  of  bad  faith  in  him,  there  is  no  ob- 
jection to  his  title." 

The  ruling  in  the  last  case  is  at  variance  with  the  decisions 
in  the  two  preceding,  made  by  the  same  court  only  two  years 
before,  and  is  coincident  with  the  doctrine  urged  by  Mr.  Dob- 
man,  as  counsel  in  Down  v.  Hallinff,  without  success.  In  all 
of  them  it  is  assumed  that  the  holder  is  not  afi*ected  bv  ooi^ 
structive  notice  of  the  defect  or  infirmity  in  the  title,  in  nei* 
therof  them  is  the  decision  nlaced  upon  principU  or  authority^ 
or  oustained  by  any  intelligible  judicial  reasoning,  Deenioat 
•o  arbitrary  and  inconsistent  cannot  be  regarded  as  of  suflip 
eient  authority  to  overturn  the  doctrine  established  bv  aa  uaiii* 
terruptod  series  of  decisions  by  the  Coorts  of  KiMg%  Bcmcli^ 
GosuEBOD  Pleas,  and  Excheqaer,  and  founded  oa  ynnaipla  it 
wbU  as  authority. 
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Tlie  more  reoMt  oases  eited  im  support  of  the  doetriiie  of 
Lord  Denman  sre,  Stevend  v.  Foster,  1  Orom.  Mer.  and  IL,  849: 
TJther  v.  Bioh,  10  Ad.  and  E.,  784 ;  Arbouin  v.  Anderson,  1  Ad* 
and  E.J  N.  6.,  496;  and  Masters  v.  Ibberson,  1  Com.  and  B., 
109.  In  the  first  of  these  cases,  the  question  was  not  made, 
hut  the  case  was  considered  by  the  court  in  bank,  togediei 
with  Foster  v.  Pearson,  arising  out  of  the  same  transaction ;  and 
it  was  in  reference  to  the  direction  given  to  the  jury  at  the 
trial  of  the  latter  case,  (as  in  Gill  v,  Cabitt,)  that  Baron  Park| 
in  delivering  the  judCTient  of  the  court,  e^roressed  a  doubt  ot 
its  propriety,  especially  since  the  decisions  of  the  King's  Bench, 
in  Crook  v.  Jadis,  and  Backhouse  v.  Harrison,'but  said  it  was 
unnecessary  to  decide  the  qnestion  then,  and,  assuming  thf 
direction  to  be  correct,  decided  the  case  on  other  grounds. 

In  the  other  cases,  the  questions  arose  on  the  pleading, 
under  the  new  rules.  In  Uther  v.  Rich,  decided  in  1889,  me 
sole  question  was,  whether  malafdes  is  alleged  by  an  averment 
in  a  plea  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  banajide  holder  of  the  bill. 
Lord  Denman  said:  *<That  the  court  adhered  to  the  decision 
in  Gk>odman  v.  Harvey,  from  which  it  followed  that  in  plead- 
ing, mala  fdes  must  be  distinctly  averred.*'  In  Arbouin  v. 
Anderson,  decided  in  1841,  Lord  Denman  took  occasion  to  sav 
that,  ^^  acting  upon  the  case  of  Goodman  v.  Harvey,  which 
^ves  the  law  now  prevailing  on  the  subject,  we  must  hold 
that  the  owner  of  a  bill  is  entitled  to  recover  upon  it^ifhe  has 
eome  by  it  honesttjf^  and  that  the  fact  is  implied  bv  possession ; 
and  tbEtt,  to  meet  the  inference  so  raised,  finaud,  felony,  or  eome 
such  matter,  must  be  proved."  In  Masters  v.  Ibberson,  decided 
iflL  1849,  (aa  action  by  the  second  endorsee  against  the  maker 
of  a  note,)  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  note  was  obtained 
ftom  him  by  a  person — not  a  party — and  others  in  ooliueion 
with  him,  by  fraud,  and  that  there  never  was  any  value  or  con- 
^deration  for  either  of  the  endorsements.  This  plea  was  held 
bad  on  special  demurrer,  because  it  did  not  allege  tiiat  the 

Eiyee  was  a  party  to  the  fraud,  or  had  given  no  consideratioin 
r  the  note. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  doctrine  in  the  case  of  Gk)odmaa 
V.  Harvey  has  been  held  by  any  court  except  the  King's  Bendi; 
and  in  the  case  of  Hatch  c.  Searies,  decided  in  1854,  (81  Euft. 
Law  and  Eq.  Rep.,  219,)  the  doctrine  repudiated  by  the  £ing  a 
Beach  was  distinctly  asserted.  In  a  suit  for  the  admiaistia* 
tioa  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person,  a  claim  was  made  by 
oke  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange  to  be  admitted  as  creditor; 
bat  it  being  proved  that  the  holder,  who  was  endorsee  of  the 
biUt  *v»i  aware  of  the  fact  of  the  aoosptanoe  beinr  in  blank,  it 
was  hiU  that  ke  aa«8t  be  taiom  to  have  had  aa  fiiU  knowMga 
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of  the  circumstances  of  the  origin  of  the  bill  as  he  mi^ht  have 
acquired  if  he  had  made  proper  inquiry ;  that  is,  the  fitcts  and 
circumstances  known  to  the  nolder  at  the  time  of  the  transfer 
amount  to  constructive  notice  of  the  defect  or  infirmity  of  the 
title,  and  this  is  no  doubt  the  true  ^und.  It  is  agreed  on 
all  sides  that  express  notice  is  not  indispensable,  and  construct- 
ive notice  will  have  the  same  effect,  and  the  facts  and  circum* 
stances  which  will  amount  to  actual  or  constructive  notice  may 
not  be  sufficient  to  prove  fraud  or  vudajides  in  the  holder. 

The  American  courts  do  not  appear  to  have  had  much  diffi- 
culty at  any  time  in  determining  what  facts  and  circumstances 
would  amount  to  actual  or  constructive  notice  of  any  defect  or 
infirmity  in  a  bill.  In  every  case  in  which  the  question  was 
presented,  (with  the  exception  of  one  in  Georgia,)  the  language 
of  the  judges  as  to  the  necessity  of  caution  on  the  part  of  the 
holder,  and  of  inquiry  when  he  had  cause  to  suspect  the  title 
to  a  bill,  has  been  explicit.  Before  the  decision  of  the  case  of 
Gill  V.  Cubitt,  the  doctrine  it  recognises  had  been  held  in  two 
of  the  States,  by  courts  of  as  high  authority  on  questions  of 
commercial  law  as  any  of  the  courts  of  England  or  any  other 
country. 

As  early  as  1808,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  held, 
in  Ayer  v.  Hutchins,  (4  Mass.  R.,  470,)  that  "where  the  en- 
dorsee receives  the  note  under  circumstances  which  might 
reasonably  excite  suspicion,  he  ought,  before  he  takes  it,  to 
inquire  into  its  validity,  and  if  he  does  not,  he  takes  it  subject 
to  any  legal  defence  that  could  defeat  a  recovery  by  the  payee. 
In  1815,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  Wiggin  v. IBush, 
(12  John.  R.,  805,)  where  the  note  sued  on  was  dated  24th 
May,  and  it  appeared  by  an  endorsement  that  it  was  in  fitct 
made  22d  April,  held  that  bv  the  endorsement  on  the  note  of 
the  real  date,  the  plaintiff  (endorsee)  had  information  which 
ought  to  have  led  to  inquiry  into  the  manner  in  which  the  note 
had  been  obtained  by  the  payee ;  the  past  dating  a  note  which 
was  endorsed,  was  an  extraordinary  circumstance,  and  ought 
to  have  excited  suspicion,  and  that  their  neglect  to  make  the 
inquiry  subjected  them  to  all  the  consequences  of  the  transac- 
tion between  the  immediate  parties. 

In  the  next  case  in  order  of  time.  Brown  v.  Tabor,  f6  Weni, 
566,)  decided  in  1880  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  the 
defendant  was  an  endorser  for  the  accommodation  of  the  maker 
of  a  note  of  sixty  days,  with  a  view  to  obtain  a  discount  at  the 
bank,  which  being  refused,  the  maker  passed  the  note,  with 
the  bank  marks  upon  it,  to  the  plaintiff,  for  lottery  tickets; 
held  that  the  circumstances  combined  were  sufficient  to  pot 
the  plaintiff  upon  the  inquiry,  and  that  he  was  chargeable  with 
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notice  of  the  misapplication  of  the  note,  and  that  the  endorser 
was  not  liable,  in  Hall  v.  Hale,  (8  Conn.,  336,)  decided  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Connecticut  in  1831,  the  actual  good 
&ith  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  impeached,  and  the  case  turned 
upon  the  question  whether  he  had  exercised  due  caution  in 
receiving  the  transfer.  Hosmer,  Chief  Justice,  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  That  the  law  was  well  settled,  that 
ijt  an  indorsee  take  a  bill  vdthout  due  caution,  and  under  cir-. 
cumstances  which  ought  to  have  excited  the  suspicions  of  a 
prudent  and  careful  man,  the  maker,  acceptor,  or  prior  endorser, 
may  be  let  into  his  defence ; "  and  he  citea  Gill  v.  Cubitt,  among 
other  cases,  a^  authority.  The  verdict,  however,  was  set  aside, 
because  the  judge  at  the  trial  had  misled  the  jury  by  requiring 
the  utmost  possible  caution.  In  Cone  v.  Baldwin,  (12  Pick., 
545,)  the  court  upon  the  whole  ,case  gave  judgment  for  plain- 
tiff, endorsee,  against  the  maker  of  the  note.  But  Wilde,  J., 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  ''It  is  not  necessary 
for  the  defendant,  in  order  to  set  up  his  defence,  to  prove  that 
the  plaintiff  had  full  knowledge  of  the  want  or  failure  of  con- 
sideration. If  the  circumstances  attending  the  transfer  are 
such  as  to  put  him  upon  his  guard,  he  is  hound  to  make  in- 
quiry, and  it*  he  does  not,  he  purchases  at  his  peril." 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee,  in  Hunt  v.  Sanford,  (6 
Yerg.,  887,)  held  that  the  endorsee  or  purchaser  of  a  bill  or 
promissory  note  must  exercise  due  caution ;  and  if  he  takes  it 
under  circumstances  which  mi^ht  reasonably  create  suspicion 
that  it  was  not  good,  he  takes  it  at  his  peril ;  therefore,  where 
a  note  of  a  solvent  maker  is  sold  at  a  very  great  discount,  with 
an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  to  pay  a  further  sum 
if  the  note  is  collected  without  suit,  the  purchaser  is  subject  to 
the  same  defence  as  the  party  from  whom  he  purchased.  In 
Beltzhoover  v.  Blackstock,  (3  Watts  Pa.  B.,  25,)  Serjeant,  J., 
said:  ''I  concur  in  the  position,  that  if  an  endorsee  take  a  note 
heedlessly,  and  under  circumstances  which  ought  to  have  ex- 
cited the  suspicions  of  a  prudent  and  careful  man,  the  maker 
or  prior  endorsee  may  be  let  in  to  his  defence."  In  Nicholson 
t?.  Patton,  (13  La.  R.,  216,)  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana, 
(in  1839,)  three  years  after  the  decision  in  Goodman  r.  Harvey, 
took  the  rule  in  Gill  v.  Cubitt  as  their  guide,  and  held  that 
where  a  note  is  taken  by  a  broker,  under  circumstances  afford- 
ing reasonable  ground  of  suspicion,  questions  must  be  asked 
and  inquiries  m^e,  whether  the  party  from  whom  it  is  received 
came  by  it  honestly;  and  if  he  take  it  without  such  inquiry, 
with  a  view  to  profit,  it  is  at  his  own  risk.  The  same  doctrine 
was  held  in  Lapice  v.  Clifton,  (17  La.  R,  152.) 

In  Andrews  v.  Pond  et  al.,  (13  Pet.,  65,)  an  action  on  a  bill 
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of  Mcehange  by  the  third  endorsee  agaiott  the  first  endonMm, 
the  bill  had  been  protested  for  non-acceptance  while  ia  the 
hands  of  the  second  endorsee,  and  that  ract  appeared  on  the 
fiice  of  the  bill  when  received  by  the  plaintiff.  In  delivering 
tiie  judgment  of  the  court  Chief  Justice  Taney  said :  **  A  per* 
son  who  takes  a  bill  which  upon  the  face  of  it  was  dishonored 
cannot  be  allowed  to  claim  the  privileges  which  belong  to  a 
bona  fde  holder  without  notice.  If  he  chooses  to  receive  it 
nnder  such  circumstances,  he  takes  it  with  all  the  infirmities 
belonging  to  it,  and  is  in  no  better  condition  than  the  per- 
son from  whom  he  received  it.  There  can  be  no  distinction 
between  a  bill  transferred  after  it  is  dishonored  for  non-accept* 
ance,  and  one  transferred  after  it  is  dishonored  for  non-pay- 
ment" In  Fowler  v.  Brantly,  14  Pet,  318,  the  note  sued  on 
was  in  a  peculiar  form  presented  by  the  Branch  Bank  at  Mo- 
bile, when  desired  to  be  discounted  for  accommodation,  made 
payable  to  the  cashier  or  bearer,  signed  by  the  defendants, 
with  a  written  order,  also  signed  by  them,  to  credit  a  person 
who  was  their  factor,  and  to  whom  the  note  was  sent  to  be  offered 
for  discount.  The  bank  refused  to  discount  it,  and  the  figures 
<«  169  "  were  written  in  pencil  on  its  face,  according  to  the  usage 
of  the  bank  in  such  cases.  The  fisu^tor  sold  the  note,  and  applied 
Ibe  proceeds  to  his  own  use,  and  it  was  received  by  tiie  plain- 
tiff from  a  subsequent  holder,  in  part  payment  of  a  precedent 
debt  Held,  that  ''the  note  earned  on  its  face  circumstances 
of  suspicion  so  palpable  as  to  put  those  dealing  for  it  before  its 
maturity  on  their  ^uard,  and  as  to  require  at  their  hands  such 
inquirf  into  the  title  of  those  through  whose  hands  it  had 
passed.  Failing  to  be  thus  diligent,  mej  must  abide  the  con- 
sequences their  negligence  imposed,  and  could  not  recover^ 
though  tiiey  had  not,  mfactj  knowledge  of  the  fraud." 

In  8anf6rd  v.  Norton,  14  Vermont  R.,  228,  A.  D.  1842,  Red- 
field,  Jud^e,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  said: 
^  When  it  is  shown  that  a  note  or  bill  was  withoat  considers* 
tion,  or  void  in  its  inception,  being  obtained  by  force  or  fraud, 
or  had  been  lost,  this  does  so  far  impeach  the  title  of  the  bolder 
as  to  impose  upon  him  the  obligation  of  showing  that  he  paid 
value,  and  in  many  cases  that  he  was  guilty  of.  no  want  of  or- 
dinary care  in  taking  it  Gill  v.  Oubitt,  which  has  reference 
to  lost  notes,  turns  upon  the  point  of  their  being  taken  without 
due  caution.  Some  of  the  later  eases,  in  regard  to  diis  particn- 
lar  point,  seem  to  have  receded  a  little  fit>m  this  case;  but  the 
doctrine  of  GiU  v.  Cubitt  is  in  the  main  adhered  to,  and  w«  do 
not  well  see  how  any  other  rule  could  consist  witii  any  toleoa* 
ble  regard  to  instice."  The  Supreme  Court  of  liliQois,  i& 
MtfCboMU  V.  Hodson,  2  Gilm.,  640,  and  Russell  o.  iLKMock, 
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3  Gilm.,  238,  A.  D.  1846,  held,  that  where  a  party  is  abont  to 
receive  a  bill  or  note,  and  there  are  any  suspicions  circnm* 
stances  accompanying  the  transaction,  or  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  party,  as  would  induce  a  prudent  man  to  inquire  into 
the  title  of  the  holder  or  the  consideration  of  the  paper,  he  will 
be  bound  to  make  such  inquiry;  and  if  he  neglects  so  to  do, 
he  takes  the  paper  subject  to  any  defences  of  the  prior  parties. 

The  case  of  Mathews  v.  Poythess,  4  Georgia  R.,  287,  A.  I) 
1848,  is  the  next  in  the  order  of  time.  It  is  the  first  and  only 
reported  case  in  which  an  American  court  has  held  the  late 
doctrine  of  the  Eang's  Bench.  The  conclusion  of  the  court  in 
that  case  is,  that  the  title  of  the  purchaser  is  not  defeated  by 
the  want  of  such  caution  on  his  part  as  a  careful  or  prudent 
man  would  take  in  his  own  affairs,  nor  by  ^ross  negligence; 
that  it  may  be  defeated  by  proof  of  malajides  in  the  purdiaser ; 
that  mala  fdes  is  notice  acivxd  or  constructive  of  the  fact  that  the 
security  is  not  the  property  of  the  person  who  offers  it,  and  a 
privitj/  wUh  or  parti^pation  in  the  fraud  upon  the  true  owner; 
and  that  the  want  of  proper  caution,  or  any  &ct  that  legiti- 
mately goes  to  show  such  notice^  primiy,  or  pariicvpaiiony  may  be 
submitted  to  the  jury,  subject  to  the  direction  of  the  court." 
The  extreme  doctrine  of  this  case,  if  established,  would  be  ver} 
acceptable,  no  doubt,  to  those  dealers  whose  usual  business  iii 
ordinarily  conducted  behind  a  screen,  who,  if  allowed  to  keej) 
their  own  secrete,  will  take  the  risk  of  proof  of  notice  OTul 
privity  with  or  participation  in  the  fraud  or  robbery,  by  which 
the  paper  was  obtained,  and,  if  it  should  happen  in  any  case 
that  such  proof  could  be  made,  he  could  and  would  bring  his 
suit  in  the  name  of  some  confederate  aminst  whom  the  proof 
could  not  be  made.  Fair  dealers  need  no  concealment,  and 
the  experience  of  half  a  century  in  this  country  has  demon- 
strated that  the  rule  first  laid  down  in  Ayer  v.  Hutchins,  4 
Mass.  B.,  470,  while  it  has  led  to  greater  caution  in  receiving 
bills  and  notes,  has  not  restrained  tne  circulation  of  negotiable 
paper  amon^  fair  dealers.  It  has  promoted  the  administration 
of  justice,  without  prejudice  to  the  interests  of  commerce. 

in  the  same  year,  (1848,)  the  subject  was  again  under  consider- 
ation of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana,  in  the  case  of  the 
Louisiana  State  Bank  i;.  The  Kew  Orleans  Navi^tion  Co.,  3  La. 
An.  B.,  294,  when  it  was  held  that  express  notice  is  not  necessary 
to  charee  the  holder  with  what  the  law  considers  to  be  notice  of 
any  defect  or  infirmity  in  a  note  or  bill,  so  as  to  let  in  a  defence 
against  a  holder  for  value;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  attending  cir- 
eomstances  are  of  such  a  positive  and  pointed  character  as  to 
cc^t  a  shade  upon  the  transaction,  to  put  the  holder  upon  in- 
quiry.  In  Omo»  in  1858,  it  was  held  in  McEeeson  i^.  Staii»» 
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Dury,  8  Ohio  R.,  N.  S.,  156,  that  although  a  bom  Jide  holder 
of  negotiable  paper,  received  before  due  for  a  valuable  con- 
BideratioD,  shall  be  protected  against  the  defences  which  the 
maker  might  have  against  the  payee,  yet  in  this  case,  as  in 
5very  other,  it  is  the  duty  of  every  person  to  use  ordinary  care 
and  prudence  in  his  transactions,  to  prevent  their  operating  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  others;  and  where  the  transfer  is 
fraudulent,  the  holder,  claiming  under  such  a  transaction,  is 
bound  to  show  that  he  acted  honestly  and  without  knowledge 
of  the  fraud. 

In  the  case  of  Holbrook  et  al.  v.  Mix,  1  E.  D.  Smith  R.,  152, 
New  York  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  1851,  the  defendant  en- 
dorsed the  note  sued  on  for  the  accommodation  of  the  makers, 
from  whom  it  was  obtained  by  false  and  fraudulent  representa- 
tions, by  one  Beach,  who,  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs,  en- 
closed the  note  to  them  in  a  letter,  requesting  them  to  pass 
the  note  to  his  credit,  saying,  that  as  he  understood  H  would 
be  contested,  he  did  not  endorse  it.  The  plaintifis  passed  the 
note  to  his  credit,  less  the  interest.  It  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tifis had  not  received  the  note  in  due  course  of  trade,  and  that 
the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  received  deprived  the 
plaintiffs  of  all  claim  to  be  regarded  as  bona  Jide  holders  for 
value,  without  notice  of  the  fraud. 

It  is  a  well-established  principle,  that  whatever  is  notice 
enough  to  excite  attention,  and  put  a  party  on  its  guard  and 
call  for  inquiry,  is  notice  of  everything  to  which  suSi  inquiry 
mi^ht  have  led.  When  a  person  has  sufficient  information  to 
lead  him  to  a  fact,  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  notice  of  it. 
(Kennedy  v.  Green,  8  Mylne  and  K.,  719 ;  Sugden  V.  and  P., 
106^ 

"The  principle  of  the  doctrine  of  constructive  notice  is,  that 
when  a  person  is  about  to  perform  an  act  by  which  he  has 
reason  to  believe  that  the  rights  of  a  third  party  may  be  affected, 
an  inquiry  into  the  &cts  is  a  moral  duty,  and  diligence,  an  act 
of  justice.  Hence,  he  proceeds  at  his  peril  when  he  omits  to 
inquire,  and  is  chargeable  with  a  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  that 
by  a  proper  inquiry  he  might  have  ascertained.  This  neglect 
is  followed  by  all  the  consequences  of  bad  faith,  and  he  loses 
the  protection  to  which  his  ignorance,  had  it  not  proceeded 
from  neglect,  would  have  entitled  him."  (Per  Duer,  J.,  in 
Pringle  V.  Phillips,  5  Sand.  R.,  157.} 

"fTor  is  constructive  notice  an  arbitrary  doctrine,  or  an  un- 
wise attempt  to  enforce  by  law  a  rule  of  morality.  It  is  founded 
upon  a  deep  knowledge  of  human  nature,  and  is  justified  by 
the  soundest  reasons  of  public  policy.  It  will  rarelv  happen 
that  a  knowledge  of  the  fraud,  or  other  fatal  vice,  by  which 
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the  title  he  received  was  infected,  can  be  brouffht  home  to  the 
purchaser  by  positive  evidence;  yet  to  release  nim in  all  cases 
from  the  obligation  to  inquire,  is  to  determine  that,  in  all  cases, 
such  evidence  shall  be  given.  On  the  other  hand,  when  it  is 
manifest  to  the  minds  of  a  jury  that  just  grounds  of  suspicion 
existed,  we  may  be  certain,  as  a  ^neral  rule,  that  the  suspi- 
cion was  felt  by  the  purchaser,  ana  that  he  chose  not  to  inquire, 
because  he  was  resolved  not  to  know.  Constructive  notice 
may  doubtless  operate,  in  some  cases,  to  defeat  the  title  of  de- 
ceived and  innocent  purchasers,  but  its  general  effect  is  to  reach 
those  who  meant,  by  their  voluntary  ignorance,  to  cover  their 
fraudulent  intent;  and  it  is  in  truth  so  essential  to  the  protec- 
tion of  deceived  and  innocent  owners,  that  to  abolish  it  would 
be  to  encourage,  if  not  by  the  promise,  yet  by  the  certain  hope 
of  impunity,  dishonesty,  collusion,  and  fraua."    (Ibid.) 

The  decisions  which  have  been  cited  of  all  the  courts  of  Eng- 
land in  bank  prior  to  1834,  and  of  the  American  courts  at  Si 
times,  with  a  single  exception,  are  but  the  application  of  the 
general  principles  to  particular  cases.  That  principle  applied 
to  this  case  is  decisive  against  the  plaintiff,  as  well  upon  the 
undisputed  facts  proved  at  the  trial  as  those  found  by  tne  jury. 
'  It  was  proved  beyond  controversy  that  the  plaintiff  took  tne 
bill  with  a  full  knowledge  of  several  facts  and  circumstances, 
each  one  of  which  has  been  held  sufficient  to  charj^e  a  holder 
of  negotiable  paper  with  notice  of  defects  or  infirmities  in  the 
title.  He  took  the  bill  which  he  had  refused  to  discount,  from 
his  debtor,  known  to  be  insolvent,  merely  as  a  pledge  to  secure 
a  desperate  debt.  (See  Eagan  t;.  Threlf  et  al.,  5  Dowl.  and  R., 
826;  JBay  v.  Coddineton,  6  J.  C.  R.,  64.)  He  received  it  with 
a  knowledge  that  it  had  been  a  long  time  in  the  hands  of  his 
debtor  in  l>lank,  while  he  was  in  pecuniary  difficulties.  (Hatch 
V.  Searles,  81  English  Law  and  Eq.  R.,  219.)  He  not  only  knew 
the  bill  to  be  falsely  dated,  but  he  himself  filled  the  blank  with 
the  false  date  it  bore.  (Wiggin  r.  Bush,  12  John.  R.,  805.)  He 
attempted  to  pass  it  off,  not  only  without  the  endorsement  of 
his  firm  or  his  own,  (Holbrook  v.  Mix,  1  E.  D.  Smith  R.,  112,) 
but  gave  a  false  reason  for  refusing  to  endorse.  Neither  the 
plaintiff  nor  his  firm  had  authority  to  sell  the  bill  for  another; 
on  the  contrary,  they  had  stipulated  not  to  dispose  of  it,  nor 

Sut  it  into  circulation  before  the  maturity  of  the  notes  of  their 
ebtor;  the  demand  by  the  debtor  of  such  a  stipulation  was 
alone  sufficient  to  put  the  plaintiff  and  his  firm  on  their  guard« 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  cannot  complain  if  he 
is  held  to  have  taken  the  bill  subject  to  the  defences  of  the 
defrauded  acceptor. 
The  fietcts  found  by  the  jury  admit  of  no  other  ooadniioii 
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than  that  the  plaintiff  either  had  actual  notice  that  the  drawer 
had  no  title  or  interest  in  the  bill,,  and  no  authority  to  dispose 
of  it  for  his  own  use,  or  that  he  had  a  suspicion  of  the  fS^^t,  and 
abstained  from  inquiry  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  notice; 
which  would  be  sufficient  to  establish  a  charge  of  guilty  knowl- 
edge, even  in  a  criminal  case.  If  it  appeared  that  a  party 
charged  with  receiving  stolen  property  of  any  kind,  knowing 
it  to  DC  stolen,  had  received  it  ^^  with  a  knowledge  of  facts  and 
circumstances  which  caused  him  to  suspect,  or  would  have 
caused  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  to  suspect,  that  it  waa 
stolen,  and  that  he  could  have  ascertained  the  fact  by  the  use  of 
ordinary  diligence/'  he  could  not  have  escaped  conviction  on 
the  plea  that  ne  had  taken  it  to  secure  a  debt  which  had  become 
desperate  by  insolvency  of  the  debtor,  and  ''was  not  bound  to 
take  care  ot  the  interest  of  third  persons."  The  same  state  of 
&cts  appearing  in  a  transaction  requiring  good  faith  and  due 
diligence  on  the  part  of  the  holder,  by  the  commercial  law  which 
he  invokes,  cannot  be  less  than  proof  of  notice  of  everythinfl^ 
which  might  have  been  ascertained  by  the  use  of  ordinary  di£ 
igence. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court* 
This  was  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Missouri. 

Timothy  S.  Goodman,  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  com« 
plained  in  the  court  below  of  John  Simonds,  a  citizen  of  the 
State  of  Missouri,  in  a  plea  of  trespass  on  the  case  upon  prom- 
ises. The  declaration  was  filed  on  the  first  day  of  March,  1854. 
It  contained  two  counts — one  upon  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  the 
other  upon  an  account  stated.  At  the  April  term  following, 
the  defendant  appeared  and  pleaded  the  general  issue,  whicii 
was  Joined,  and  several  special  pleas  in  bar  of  the  action.  The 
special  pleas  were  held  bad  on  demurrer,  and  at  the  October 
term,  1855,  the  parties  went  to  trial  on  the  general  issue.  Rob- 
ert M.  ISTesbit,  a  witness  called  for  the  plaintiff,  testified  that 
he  was  a  notary  public  of  the  county  of  St.  Louis;  and  that, 
as  such,  on  the  nfteenth  day  of  January,  1848,  he  presented 
the  bill  in  suit  for  payment  to  John  Simonds,  the  acceptor, 
who  refused  to  pay  it,  and  that  he  afterwards  gave  due  notice 
of  the  presentment  and  refusal  to  both  endorsers.  And  the 
witness  further  testified,  that  he  was  well  acquainted  with  the 
ugnatures  of  all  the  parties  to  the  bill,  except  that  of  the  drawer, 
^ad  that  they  were  genuine.  Whereupon  the  plaintiff  read  in 
«videnoe  the  bill  of  exchange  describea  in  the  Arst  count  of  tlie 
declaration,  together  with  the  endorsements  thereon,  as  they  ap* 
fMir  jia  the  record.    W.  Nesbit  k  Co.  were  merely  nominal  nolo- 
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«n  of  the  bill,  never  having  had  any  interest  in  it,  and  only 
•endorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  greater  convenience  in  bring- 
infi"  the  suit.  Evidence  was  then  introduced  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  exhibiting  sabstantially  the  following  state  of  fitcts: 
On  the  twentv-first  day  of  June,  1847,  the  defendant  addressed 
a  letter  to  Wallace  Sigerson,  who  resided  at  Cincinnati,  inform- 
ing him  that  he  wished  to  avail  himself  of  banking  facilities  in 
that  place,  to  carry  on  certain  business,  in  which  he  and  John 
Sigerson  had  determined  to  engage,  and  asking  his  assistance, 
.as  a  coiTespondent,  to  negotiate  discounts,  enclosing  at  the 
same  time  his  letter  of  credit  for  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  two 
bills  of  exchange,  each  for  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars,  and 
suggesting  in  the  same  letter  that  thev  should  require  some 
twenty  to  twenty-five  thousand  dollars  during  the  next  four  or 
five  months,  in  sums  of  about  five  thousand  dollars,  as  the  same 
oould  be  used  from  time  to  time.  In  the  same  letter  also  he 
instructed  his  correspondent  to  negotiate  five  thousand  dollars 
immediately,  authorizing  him  to  use  for  that  purpose  either 
the  letter  of  credit  or  the  bills  of  exchange.  When  those  bills 
were  transmitted  to  Cincinnati,  thev  were  in  all  respects  per- 
fect bills  of  exchange,  except  that  the  name  of  the  drawer  was 
wanting,  and  they  were  without  date.  They  were  both  made 
payable  to  the  order  of  John  Sigerson,  and  by  him  endorsed  in 
blank,  and  were  accepted  by  the  defendant.  Soon  after  their 
teceipt,  Wallace  Sigerson,  as  drawer,  procured  one  of  the  bills 
to  be  discounted  according  to  his  instructions,  and  remitted 
the  proceeds,  or  a  part  thereof^  to  the  defendant;  and  it  also 
appeared  that,  during  that  season,  he  procured  other  bills  of 
foe  same  kind,  to  be  discounted  for  tne  same  parties,  to  the 
amount  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars.  The  other  bill  for- 
warded at  that  time  is  the  one  now  in  suit.  Wallace  Sigerson 
had  also  larse  transactions  of  his  own,  the  same  season,  amount- 
ing to  four  nundred  thousand  dollars.  Many  of  his  own  trans- 
actions were  with  his  brother,  John  Sigerson,  who  was  the 
payee  and  endorser  of  this  bill,  and  was  jointljr  engaged  in  the 
same  business  with  the  defendant  He  and  nis  brother  inter- 
ohanged  accommodation  paper,  and  some  of  their  acceptances 
were  regularly  discounted  in  bank,  and  it  did  not  appear  that 
any  complaint  was  made,  either  by  the  acceptor  or  endorser, 
that  this  bill  had  not  been  accounted  for  or  returned.  There 
were  dealings,  also,  the  same  season,  between  T.  S.  Goodman 
k  Co.  and  Wallace  Sigerson.  They  made  a  settlement  on  the 
twelfth  day  of  October,  1847,  when  it  was  ascertained  that  the 
amount  due  to  T.  6.  Goodman  k  Co.  was  about  five  thousand 
•ix  hundred  dollars,  arising  principally  from  notes  discounted, 
secured  by  bills  of  exchange  as  collaterals,  on  which  nothing 
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had  been  realized.  At  the  settlement,  the  debt  was  divided  into 
two  notes,  one  having  sixty  and  the  other  seventy-five  days  to 
run ;  and  Wallace  Sigerson  testified  that  he  gave  his  two  notes 
in  payment  of  the  debt,  and  left  this  bill  as  collateral  security 
to  the  notes,  fixing  the  dates  so  that  the  notes  would  mature 
twelve  or  fifteen  Jays  before  the  bill.  Two  drafts  on  Ravisess, 
Bulock,  &  Co.,  previously  held  as  collaterals,  were  embraced  in 
the  settlement^  and  formed  a  part  of  the  indebtedness  for  which 
the  notes  were  given ;  and  McDonald,  who  was  the  book-keeper 
of  the  plaintiff's  firm,  and  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  testified 
he  knew  of  no  other  collateral  securitv  than  this  bill,  which  the 
firm  held  for  those  notes.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  all 
the  prior  collaterals  were  surrendered  to  the  defendant  at  the 
settlement.  There  is  some  confusion,  and  perhaps  uncertainty, 
in  the  evidence  reported,  respecting  the  history  of  the  bill  from 
the  time  it  went  into  the  possession  of  Wallace  Sigerson  till  it 
was  thus  placed  in  the  hands  of  T.  S.  Goodman  k  Co.,  as  col- 
lateral security  to  the  above-mentioned  notes.  It  may,  how- 
ever, be  gathered  from  the  testimony  of  Wallace  Sigerson,  thai 
he  first  offered  it  for  discount  to  the  Ohio  Life  and  Trust  Com- 
pany, and  shortly  afterward  to  the  plaintifl^  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, and  that  the  plaintiff  declined  to  discount  it,  but  soon 
after  took  it  as  collateral  security  for  temporary  loans.  How 
long  the  bill  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  as  col- 
lateral security  for  temporary  loans  does  not  appear,  nor  for 
whose  benefit  the  money  was  obtained.  When  the  settlement 
took  place,  Wallace  Siserson  told  the  plaintiff'  that  he  had  a 
right  to  use  the  bill,  and  the  plaintiff  agreed  that  it  should  not 
be  sent  to  St.  Louis  for  collection  till  after  the  maturity  of  the 
notes  to  which  it  was  collateral.  Nothing  of  the  kind  waa 
agreed  when  it  was  left  as  collateral  security  for  temporary 
loans.  Wallace  Sigerson  became  the  drawer  of  this  bill,  as  he 
had  previously  done  with  respect  to  the  other,  which  was  sent 
him  at  the  same  time,  and  filled  up  the  date,  but  whether  at 
the  time  of  the  settlement,  or  previously,  was  not  entirely  cer- 
tain. He  failed  in  business  in  November,  1847,  and  on  the 
twentieth  day  of  the  same  month,  T.  S.  Goodman  &  Co.  ad- 
dressed a  letter  to  C.  W.  Clark  k  Brothers,  enclosing  this  bill, 
and  requesting  them  to  pass  it  at  the  least  rate,  not  exceeding 
twelve  percent,  interest,  saying,  "We  do  not  endorse  it,  as  we 
are  selling  it  for  another;  and  when  L.  C.  Clark,  one  of  that 
firm,  a  few  days  afterward  offered  the  bill  for  sale  to  the  de- 
fendant, "he  said  it  was  a  forgery  of  his  name;  that  Wallace 
Sigerson  had  no  authority  to  use  it"  At  the  trial,  the  court, 
on  the  prayer  of  the  plaintiff,  instructed  the  jury  to  the  effect, 
that  if  the  plaintiff  acquired  the  bill  of  Wallace  Sigerson  as 
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collateral  secnrit^  without  notice  of  his  want  of  authority  to 
transfer  it,  that  the  plaintiff  was  unaffected  hy  such  abuse  of 
trust,  and  that  the  defendant  was  precluded  from  setting  it  up 
as  a  defence  in  this  suit,  to  which  no  exceptions  were  taken. 
We  pass  over  the  first  instruction  given  to  the  jury  on  the 
prayer  of  the  defendant,  for  the  same  reason  ihat  it  was  not 
excepted  to.  and  proceed  to  examine  the  second,  as  amended 
by  the  court,  which  presents  the  principal  subject  of  contro- 
versy at  the  present  time.  It  was  to  the  effect,  that  ^'if  such 
&cts  and  circumstances  were  known  to  the  plaintiff  as  caused 
him  to  suspect,  or  that  would  have  causea  one  of  ordinary 
prudence  to  suspect,  that  Wallace  Sigerson  had  no  interest 
m  the  bill,  and  no  authority  to  use  the  same  for  his  own 
benefit,  and  by  ordinary  diligence  he  could  have  ascertained 
these  facts,  then  the  jury  wilffind  for  the  defendant." 

I.  The  general  question  which  the  bill  of  exceptions  presents, 
arising  upon  that  instruction,  is  certainly  one  of  veiy  consid* 
erable  importance,  especially  to  the  mercantile  community,  as 
it  affects  the  transfer  and  free  circulation  of  bills  of  exchange 
and  promissory  notes,  which,  by  virtue  of  their  negotiable 

aualitv,  constitute  the  principal  medium  for  the  transaction  of 
ieir  business  affitirs.  There  is,  however,  some  reason  to  doubt 
whether  the  evidence  at  the  trial  furnished  any  proper  basis 
for  the  application  of  the  instruction  in  this  case,  even  sup- 
posing the  principle  announced  to  be  correct  as  an  abstract 
proposition ;  and  this  ^ves  rise  to  a  preliminary  question,  which 
will  be  first  considered,  whether  the  instruction  ought  not  to  be 
regarded  as  objectionable  on  that  account.  When  a  prayer  for 
instruction  is  presented  to  the  court,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
in  the  case  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  it  ought  always 
to  be  withheld;  and  as  a  general  rule,  if  it  is  given  under  such 
eircumstances,  it  will  be  error  in  the  court,  for  the  reason  that 
its  tendency  may  be  and  often  is  to  mislead  the  jury,  b^  with- 
drawing their  attention  from  the  legitimate  points  of  inquiir 
involved  in  the  issue.  All  that  was  shown  at  the  trial,  in  ao- 
dition  to  the  description  of  the  bill,  was  the  refusal  of  the 
plaintiff  to  discount  it  when  it  was  offered  for  that  purpose, 
nis  possession  and  control  of  it  shortly  after,  as  a  pledge  for 
temporary  loans,  and  the  subsequent  transfer  of  the  bill  to  him 
as  collateral  security  at  the  settlement,  together  with  the  cir^ 
cumstances  of  that  transaction,  and  what  appeared  in  the  letter 
of  T.  S.  Goodman  &  Co.,  transmitting  the  bill  to  St.  Louis  for 
sale.  Other  circumstances  are  adverted  to  in  the  printed  argu- 
ment for  the  defendant;  but  as  they  do  not  appear  to  be  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence  in  the  case,  they  are  omitted.  Nothing 
transpired  when  the  bill  was  ofiered  for  discount,  more  than 


160  SUPREME  COURT. 


vrhat  occtin  on  similar  occaeions  in  the  daily  traneacttoni 
among  business  men.  It  was  offered  and  declined,  and  that 
was  me  whole  transaction,  so  far  as  it  was  disclosed  in  thd 
evidence.  No  reasons  were  assigned  by  the  plaintiff  for  de- 
dining,  and  none  were  asked  for  by  the  holder,  who  offered 
the  bill.  Mere  speculative  inferences  are  never  allowable,  and 
cannot  be  regarded  as  evidence.  The  refnsal  to  discount  the 
bill  might  have  been  for  the  reason  supposed  in  the  instruction ; 
and  so  also  it  might  have  been  for  a  very  different  reason,  such 
as  a  prior  obligation  to  other  customers,  want  of  available 
funds,  or  from  a  desire  for  £a,rther  information  as  to  the  pecu- 
niary standing  of  the  parties  to  this  bill;  and  whether  it  was 
for  any  one  of  the  reasons  suggested,  or  some  other,  in  the 
absence  of  any  explanation,  was  a  mere  naked  conjectare. 
Another  answer  lyay  also  be  given  to  this  suggestion,  which 
is  equally  deeisive,  and  that  is  nie  subsequent  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff  in  taking  the  bill  as  a  pledge  for  temporary  loans, 
which  seems  to  negative  the  supposition  altogetner  that  the 
previous  refasal  to  discount  it  was  on  account  of  any  suspicion 
he  entertained,  either  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  paper  or  of 
the  authority  of  the  holder  to  pass  it  Some  time  elapsed,  after 
the  bill  was  offered  for  discount,  before  it  was  finally  transferred 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  fact  undoubtedly  was  well  known  to 
the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  transfer;  and  so  also  was  the 
more  important  one  in  this  investigation,  that  during  all  that 
time  the  bill  remained  in  the  custody  or  under  the  control  of 
Wallace  Sigerson,  as  the  ostensible  owner,  and  that  he  claimed 
and  exercised  over  it  all  the  rights  of  a  holder  for  value.  If 
these  circumstances  are  taken  m  connection  with  each  other, 
as  thev  unquestionably  should  be,  there  can  be  no  doubt  they 
were  far  better  suited  to  inspire  confidence  in  the  title  of  the 
holder  than  to  excite  suspicion  in  regard  to  his  authority  to 
pass  the  bill;  and  if  they  had  that  effect,  it  was  plainlj^  the 
nult  of  the  defendant  in  executing  and  forwarding  the  bill  to 
his  correspondent,  and  in  intrusting  it  to  his  control,  and  suf- 
fering it  to  remain  in  his  custody  without  inquiry  or  coniplaint 
The  want  of  date  to  the  bill  at  the  time  it  was  offered  K>r  dis- 
count, under  the  circumstances  disclosed  in  the  evidence,  was 
entirely  an  immaterial  consideration.  When  the  defendant 
tent  the  bill  to  Wallace  Sigerson,  endorsed  in  blank  and  with- 
out date,  and  intrusted  it  to  his  care  and  discretion,  to  be  used 
for  his  own  benefit,  he  thereby  empowered  him  to  fill  the 
blank,  as  a  necessary  incident  to  the  trust  conferred,  just  as 
effectually  as  if  the  authority  had  been  expressly  delected  by 
the  terms  of  the  letter  in  which  it  was  sent.  Nov  was  it  of  any 
eonsequence  that  it  was  antedated,  as  compared  with  the  time 
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when  it  was  passed  to  the  plaintiff,  inasmuch  as  it  was  fillcid 
np  by  his  own  correspondent,  before  he  parted  with  its  posses- 
sion and  control,  and  was  actually  made  to  bear  date  subsequent 
to  the  time  when  it  was  received  from  the  defendant.  In  fill- 
ing it  up,  he  but  carried  into  effect  one  of  the  purposes  for 
which  it  had  been  forwarded,  as  is  plainly  indicated  Ax)m  the 
general  scope  and  design  of  the  letter.  He  was  authorized  to 
use  the  bill  to  raise  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant, 
and  in  order  to  use  the  bill  for  that  purpose,  it  must  have  been 
expected  that  he  would  become  the  drawer,  and  fill  up  the 
date  at  his  discretion.  Independently,  however,  of  the  terms 
of  the  letter,  it  may  be  asserted,  as  a  general  principle,  that 
where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory 
note  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  when  it  is  without 
date,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the  person 
to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own  benefit,  such 
bill  or  note  carries  on  its  face  an  implied  authority  to  fill  up 
the  blank;  and,  as  between  such  party  to  the  bill  or  note  and 
innocent  third  parties,  the  person  to  whom  it  was  so  intrusted 
must  be  deemed  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such 
bill  or  note  to  his  custody,  and  as  acting  under  his  authoriQ^ 
and  with  his  approbation.  (Mkchel  v.  Carver,  10  Wend.,  836 
and  note.) 

The  general  doctrine  on  this  subject,  and  the  reasons  on 
which  it  is  founded,  are  stated  by  Shaw,  C.  J.,  in  Androscog- 
gin Bank  v.  Kimball,  (10  Cush.,  878,)  as  follows:  "The  rule  is 
very  clear,  that  if  one  party,  intending  to  accommodate  another, 
fiiras  his  name  to  a  olank  paper,  he  authorizes  the  other  to 
whom  he  delivers  it,  and  for  whose  accommodation  it  was  made, 
to  fill  up  the  blank;  and  the  filling  up,  being  done  by  his  au- 
thority, is  his  act,  and  he  is  bound  oy  it;  ana  we  concur  in  the 
principle,  and  think  it  applies  with  even  more  force  when  it 
was  done  for  his  own  benefit,  as  in  this  case."  (Violet  v.  Pat- 
ton,  5  Cran.,  142;  Russell  v.  Langstaffe,  2  Doug.,  614;  Collia 
9.  Emmet,  1  H.  Back,  818;  Montague  v.  Perkins,  22  Eng.  L. 
and  Eq.,  616.) 

The  circumstances  thus  far  considered  we  think  afforded  no 
ground  of  inference  whatever  to  support  the  theory  of  fact  a*> 
sumed  in  the  instruction.  But  it  is  more  difficult  to  dispose 
of  those  that  follow  in  the  same  wapr,  on  account  of  the  ex- 
tremely indefinite  nature  of  the  in(^uiry  arising  under  the  in- 
struction. One  man  is  more  readily  mfiuenced  to  suspect  fraud 
in  matters  of  business  than  another,  and  the  same  individual 
may  be  differently  impressed  by  similar  transactions  occurring 
at  different  times  under  precisely  similar  circumstances;  so  thai 
in  some  oases,  where  the  evidences  to  excite  suspicion  were 
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•light,  it  might  be  impossible  to  determine  whether  they  wore 
or  were  not  of  a  character  to  be  regarded  as  tending  to  support 
an  issue  like  the  one  presented  under  the  first  branch  of  the 
instruction,  without  first  ascertaining  the  general  characteristics 
of  the  mind  of  the  individual  who  was  the  subject  of  the  inquiry, 
and  his  usual  habit  in  conducting  his  business  affairs.  A 
striking  illustration  of  the  difficulty  attending  the  investigation 
is  to  be  found  in  the  instruction  itself,  assummg  for  the  present 
that  it  must  be  understood  according  to  the  usual  import  of 
the  language  employed.  Under  its  first  branch  it  was  neces- 
sary, in  order  to  relieve  the  defendant,  that  the  jury  should 
find  that  such  facts  and  circumstances  were  known  to  the  plain- 
tiff as  caused  him  to  suspect  the  title  or  authority  of  the  holder 
to  transfer  the  bill.  But  the  jury  might  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  plaintiff  was  thoughtless,  confiding,  or  inattentive 
on  the  occasion,  and  that  he  in  fact  took  the  bill  without  anv 
Buch  suspicion  ;  and  to  guard  against  the  effect  of  such  a  find- 
ing,  the  second  branch  of  the  instructioD  was  framed,  and  un** 
der  that  it  was  of  no  consequence  whether  the  plaintiff  himself 
suspected  the  title  of  the  holder  or  not,  as  the  defendant  was 
nevertheless  to  be  fully  exonerated  if  the  jury  found  that  such 
facts  and  circumstances  were  known  to  him  as  would  have 
caused  one  of  ordinary  prudence  to  suspect,  and  by  ordinary 
diligence  he  could  have  ascertained,  the  true  state  of  the  title. 
Here  was  an  attempt  to  prescribe  a  standard  in  the  investiga- 
tion, by  which  the  degree  of  suspicion  intended  to  be  required 
to  defeat  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  could  be  ascertained  and 
measured  by  the  jury ;  but  under  the  first  branch  of  the  instruc- 
tion no  such  attempt  was  made,  and  no  other  criterion  was 
furnished  to  guide  the  jury  in  their  deliberations,  than  mere 
naked  suspicion;  and  consequently,  if  the  jury  believed,  from 
the  evidence  in  the  case,  that  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  oi  the 
transfer  suspected  the  title  or  authority  of  the  holder  to  pass 
the  bill,  no  matter  how  slight  his  suspicions  were,  they  were 
directed  to  return  their  verdict  for  the  defendant  With  this 
explanation  as  to  the  nature  of  the  present  inquiry,  we  will 

Sroceed  to  notice  the  remaining  circumstances  relied  on  as  evi- 
ence  in  the  case  to  support  the  instruction.  They  consist  of 
the  knowledge  that  the  plaintiff  is  supposed  to  have  acquired 
at  the  settlement,  that  Wallace  Sigerson  was  embarrassed  in 
his  business  affitirs,  and  of  the  subsequent  conduct  of  his  firm, 
in  forwarding  the  bill  to  St.  Louis  before  the  maturity  of  the 
notes,  and  the  remark  in  their  letter  that  they  did  not  endorse 
the  bill,  as  they^  were  selling  it  for  another.  These  circum- 
stances are  consistent  with  the  proposition  of  fact  assumed  in 
the  instruction;  and  though  they  are  susceptible  of  an  entirely 
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different  explanation,  vet  perhaps  it  would  be  going  too  far  to 
•ay,  as  matter  of  law,  that  they  afforded  no  ground  of  inference 
in  the  direction  supposed  by  the  defendant.  We  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  judgment  ought  not  to  be  reversed  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  no  evidence  in  the  case  to  authorize  the  in- 
struction. We  say  so,  however,  in  reference  to  the  peculiar 
issue  arising  under  that  instruction,  and  Hie  form  of  the  ques- 
tions submitted  to  the  jury,  and  not  in  respect  to  any  different 
issue  which  may  properly  arise  hereafter  in  cases  of  this  de- 
scription. There  is  a  wide  difference  between  suspicion  and 
knowledge  in  respect  to  the  subject-matter  under  considera- 
tion, and  even  as  between  the  evidences  of  suspicion,  and  such 
as  would  show  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  banker  or 
business  man  when  discounting  or  purchasing  negotiable  paper 
transferable  by  delivery.  A  person  may  often  suspect  in  mat- 
ters of  business  what  m  fact  he  does  not  believe,  and  experi* 
ence  teaches  that  he  will  sometimes  suspect  what  he  has  no 
reason  to  believe,  and  that  too  when  the  evidences  to  excite 
suspicion  are  so  slight  that  he  himself  would  scorn  to  acknowl- 
edge them  as  the  basis  of  his  action  in  the  premises.  Evidence 
merely  tending  to  show,  as  ^n  this  case,  that  a  party,  in  acqui- 
ring a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note,  suspected 
the  title  of  the  holder  at  the  time  of  the  delivery,  would  clearly 
be  insufficient  to  authorize  the  conclusion  that  he  was  guilty 
of  gross  negligence  when  the  transfer  was  made,  and  it  would 
haraly  constitute  an  approach  towards  proof  that  he  had 
knowledge  that  such  holder,  who  was  known  to  be  dealing  in 
such  paper,  and  claimed  the  right  to  use  it,  was  guilty  of  any 
breacn  of  trust  in  passing  it. 

IL  The  more  important  question,  whether  the  instruction 
was  correct,  remains  to  be  considered ;  and  in  approaching  that 
question  it  becomes  necessary,  in  the  first  place,  to  ascertain 
what  the  instruction  was,  and  to  deduce  from  it  the  principle 
of  commercial  law  which  was  applied  to  the  case.  It  was 
somewhat  peculiar  in  its  language,  and,  in  fact,  contained  two 
distinct  propositions,  differing  essentially  in  certain  aspects, 
and  not  entirely  reconcilable  with  each  other;  and  yet  we  can- 
not doubt  that  the  Circuit  Court,  in  giving  the  instruction  to 
the  jnry,  intended  to  apply  the  doctrine  to  the  case,  that  the 
title  of  the  holder  of  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  acquired 
before  maturity  is  not  protected  against  prior  equities  of  the 
antecedent  parties  to  the  bill,  where  it  was  taken  without  in 
quiry,  and  under  circumstances  which  ought  to  have  excited 
tne  suspicions  of  a  prudent  and  careful  man.  Buch  was  cor 
tainly  tne  general  scope  of  the  instruction,  especially  its  second 
proposition;  and  sucn,  it  may  be  presumed,  was  the  general 
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principle  intended  to  be  embodied  in  the  questions  snbmittea 
to  the  jniy.  They  have  been  bo  treated  here  in  the  oral  area 
ment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  were  treated  in  the  same  way  in  Qie 
printed  argument  filed  for  the  defendant.  Whether  either  or 
Doth  of  the  questions,  in  the  form  in  which  they  were  sub- 
mitted, were  objectionable  as  involving  a  departure  from  the 
doctrine  intended  to  be  applied,  it  will  not  become  necessary 
to  inquire.  One  thing  is  certain — if  the  general  principle  cannot 
be  sustained,  there  is  nothing  in  the  features  of  the  departure 
from  it,  or  the  particular  phraseology  of  the  questions  sub- 
mitted, to  benefit  the  defendant.  Unaoubtedly  the  same  gen- 
eral idea  pervaded  the  instruction,  though  the  questions  were 
submitted  to  the  jury  in  different  forms,  in  order  to  meet  the 
different  aspects  of  the  evidence  in  the  case.  It  was  to  the 
effect,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  acquired  the  bill  under  the  cir- 
cumstances described  in  either  branch  of  the  instruction,  then 
he  had  acted  without  due  caution,  and  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover. All  the  other  grounds  of  defence  had  been  provided 
for  in  other  prayers  for  instruction.  This  one  was  ooviously 
prepared  to  raise  the  single  question,  whether  the  plaintiff  had 
acted  with  due  caution  in  acquiring  the  bill,  and  consequently 
assumed  all  the  other  requisites  of  a  good  title  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  only  question,  therefore,  arising  under  the  in- 
struction, is,  whether  the  rule  of  commercial  law  applied  to  the 
case  was  correct.  Bills  of  exchange  are  commercial  paper  in 
the  strictest  sense,  and  must  ever  be  regarded  as  favored  instru- 
ments, as  well  on  account  of  their  negotiable  quality  as  their 
universal  convenience  in  mercantile  af&irs.  They  may  be 
transferred  by  endorsement;  or  when  endorsed  in  blank,  or 
made  payable  to  bearer,  they  are  transferable  by  mere  delivery. 
The  law  encourages  their  use  as  a  safe  and  convenient  medium 
for  the  settlement  of  balances  among  mercantile  men;  and 
any  course  of  judicial  decision  calculated  to  restrain  or  impede 
their  free  and  unembarrassed  circulation,  would  be  contrary  to 
the  soundest  principles  of  public  policy.  Mercantile  law  is  a 
system  of  junsprudence  acKnowledged  by  all  commercial  na- 
tions; and  upon  no  subject  is  it  of  more  importance  that  there 
should  be,  as  far  as  practicable,  uniformity  of  decision  through* 
out  the  world.  A  well-defined  and  correct  exposition  of  the 
rights  of  a  bona  fide  holder  of  a  negotiable  instrument  was  given 
by  this  court  in  Swift  v.  Tyson,  (16  Pet,  p.  1,)  as  long  ago  as 
1842;  and^  we  adopt  that  exposition  relative  to  the  point  under 
consideration  on  the  present  occasion,  as  one  accurately  d^ 
fining  the  nature  and  cmaracter  of  the  title  to  those  instruments 
whicn  such  holder  acquires  when  they  are  transferred  to  him 
for  a  valuable  consideration.    This  court  tiien  said,  and  wa 
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now  repeat,  that  a  bcma  fde  holder  of  a  negotiable  instrament 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  facte  which  im- 
peach its  validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  takes 
it  under  an  endorsement  made  before  the  same  becomes  due, 
holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts,  and  may  recover 
thereon,  although,  as  between  the  antecedent  parties,  the 
transaction  may  be  without  any  legal  validity.  That  question 
was  not  one  of  new  impression  at  the  date  of  that  decision, 
nor  was  it  so  regarded  either  by  the  court  or  the  learned  judee 
who  gave  the  opinion ;  on  the  contrair,  it  was  declared  to  be 
a  doctrine  so  long  and  so  well  established,  and  so  essential  to 
the  security  of  negotiable  paper,  that  it  was  laid  up  among  the 
fundamentals  of  tne  law,  and  required  no  authority  or  reason- 
ing to  be  brought  out  in  its  support;  and  the  opinion  on  that 
point  was  ftilly  approved  by  every  member  of  the  court,  and 
we  see  no  reason  to  qualify^  or  change  it  in  any  respect.  Such 
being  the  settled  law  in  this  court,  it  would  seem  to  follow  as 
a  necessary  consequence  from  the  proposition  as  stated,  that  if 
a  bill  of  exchange  endorsed  in  blank,  so  as  to  be  transferable 
by  delivery,  be  misappropriated  by  one  to  whom  it  was  in- 
trusted, or  even  if  it  be  lost  or  stolen,  and  afterwards  negotiated 
to  one  having  no  knowledge  of  these  &cts,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  his  title  would 
be  good,  and  that  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  amount. 
The  law  was  thus  framed,  and  has  been  so  administered,  in 
order  to  encourage  the  free  circulation  of  negotiable  pap<^  by 
giving  confidence  and  security  to  those  who  receive  it  for  value ; 
and  uiis  principle  is  bo  comprehensive  in  respect  to  bills  of 
exchange  and  promissory  notes,  which  pass  by  delivery,  that 
the  title  and  possession  are  considered  as  one  and  inseparable, 
and  in  the  absence  of  anv  explanation  the  law  presumes  that 
a  party  in  possession  holds  the  instrument  for  value  until  the 
contrary  is  made  to  appear,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
party  attempting  to  impeach  the  title.  These  principles  are 
certainly  in  accordance  with  the  general  current  of  authorities, 
and  are  believed  to  correspond  with  the  general  understanding 
of  those  engaged  in  mercantile  pursuits.  The  word  notice,  as 
used  h7  this  court  on  the  occasion  referred  to,  we  think  must 
be  unaerstood  in  the  same  sense  as  knowledge,  and  indeed 
that  is  one  of  its  usual  and  appropriate  significations.  Where 
the  supposed  defect  or  infirmity  in  the  tide  of  the  instrument 
appears  on  its  &ce  at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  the  question 
whether  a  party  who  took  it  had  notice  or  not.  is  in  general 
a  question  of  construction,  and  must  be  determined  pj  the 
oourt  as  matter  of  law;  and  so  it  was  understood  by  thk  eour* 
iQ  Andrews  v.  Pond  et  aL,  (IS  Pet,  66,)  where  it  is  said  thai 
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"a  person  who  takes  a  bill  which  upon  the  fiwe  of  it  was  dis- 
honored) cannot  be  allowed  to  claim  the  privileges  which  be- 
long to  a  bonajide  holder.  If  he  chooses  to  receive  it  under 
such  circumstances,  he  takes  it  with  all  the  infirmities  belong- 
ing to  it,  and  is  in  no  better  condition  than  the  person  from 
whom  he  received  it."  And  the  same  doctrine  was  adopted 
and  enforced  in  Fowler  v.  Brantly,  (14  Pot.,  818,)  where,  in 
speaking  of  a  promissory  note,  so  marked  as  to  show  for  whose 
benefit  it  was  to  be  discounted,  this  court  held  that  all  those 
dealing  in  paper  "with  such  marks  on  its  face,  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  knowledge  of  what  it  imported."  (See  Brown  r. 
Davis,  8  Term.,  80.) 

Other  cases  of  like  character,  where  the  defect  appears  on 
ihe  face  of  the  instrument,  are  referred  to  in  the  printed  ar^- 
ment  for  the  defendant  as  affording  a  support  to  the  instruction 
under  consideration ;  but  it  is  so  obvious  that  they  can  have 
no  such  tendency,  that  we  forbear  to  pursue  the  subject.  (Ayer 
V.  Ilutchins,  4  Mass.,  270;  Wiggin  v.  Bush,  12  John.,  805; 
Cone  V.  Baldwin,  12  Pick.,  545;  Brown  v.  Tabor,  6  Wend., 
566.) 

But  it  is  a  very  different  matter  when  it  is  proposed  to  im- 
peach the  title  of  a  holder  for  value,  by  proof  of  any  facts  and 
circumstances  outside  of  the  instrument  itself,  lie  is  then  to 
be  affected,  if  at  all,  by  what  has  occurred  between  other  par- 
ties, and  he  may  well  claim  an  exemption  from  any  conse- 
quences flowing  from  their  acts,  unless  it  be  first  shown  that 
he  had  knowledge  of  such  facts  and  circumstances  at  the  time 
the  transfer  was  made.  Nothing  less  than  proof  of  knowledge 
of  such  facts  and  circumstances  can  meet  the  exigencies  of 
such  a  defence;  else  the  proposition  as  stated  is  not  true,  that 
a  party  who  acquires  commercial  paper  in  the  usual  course  of 
business,  for  value  and  without  notice  of  any  defect  in  the 
title,  may  hold  it  free  of  all  equities  between  the  antecedent 
parties  to  the  instrument.  Admit  the  proposition,  and  the 
conclusion  follows.  And  the  question  whether  the  party  had 
such  knowledge  or  not,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and, 
like  other  disputed  questions  otscienier^  must  be  submitted  to 
their  determination,  under  the  instructions  of  the  court ;  and 
the  proper  inquiry  is,  did  the  partj,  seeking  to  enforce  the 

Syment,  have  knowledge,  at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  of  the 
^ts  and  circumstances  which  impeach  the  title,  as  between 
the  antecedent  parties  to  the  instrument?  and  if  the  jury  find 
that  he  did  not,  then  he  is  entitled  to  recover,  unless  the  trans- 
action was  attended  bv  bad  faith,  even  though  the  instrument 
had  been  lost  or  stolen.  Everv  one  must  conduct  himself 
honestly  in  respect  to  the  antecedent  parties,  when  he  takes  ne* 
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gotiablo  paper,  in  order  to  acquire  a  title  which  will  shield  him 
against  prior  equities.  While  he  is  not  obliged  to  make  in- 
quiries, ne  must  not  wilfully  shut  his  eyes  to  the  means  of 
knowledge  which  he  knows  are  at  hand,  as  was  plainly  inti- 
mated by  Baron  Parke,  in  May  v.  Chapman,  16  Mee.  and 
Wels.,  355,  for  the  reason  that  such  conduct,  whether  equiva- 
lent to  notice  or  not,  would  be  plenary  evidence  of  bad  faith. 
Mere  want  of  care  and  caution,  which  was  the  criterion  as- 
sumed in  the  instruction,  falls  so  far  below  the  true  standard 
required  by  law,  which  is  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  circam- 
stances  that  impeach  the  title,  that  we  feel  indisposed  to  pursue 
the  general  discussion,  and  proceed  to  confirm  the  views  we 
have  advanced  as  to  what  the  law  is,  by  referring  to  some  of 
the  decisions  in  the  English  courts,  from  which,  as  an  import- 
ant source  of  commercial  law,  most  of  our  own  rules  upon  the 
subject  have  been  derived. 

The  leading  case,  among  the  more  modern  decisions  in  that 
country,  is  that  of  Goodman  v.  Harvey,  4  Ad.  and  Ell.,  870. 
That  was  a  case  in  bank,  on  a  rule  nisiy  which  was  made  ab- 
solute. Lord  Denman,  in  delivering  judgment,  said:  "We 
are  all  of  opinion  that  gross  negligence  onlt/  would  not  be  a 
sufficient  answer,  where  a  party  has  given  consideration  for 
the  bill;  gross  negligence  may  be  evidence  of  mala  JideSj  but  it 
is  not  the  same  thing.  Where  the  bill  has  passed  to  the  plain- 
tiff without  ernj  moot  of  bad  faith  in  him,  there  is  no  objection 
to  his  title."  That  case  was  followed  by  Uther  v.  Rich,  10 
Ad.  and  Ell.,  784,  which  was  also  argued  before  a  full  court, 
and  the  same  learned  Judge  held  that  the  only  proper  mode  of 
implicating  the  plaintiff  in  the  alleged  fraud  by  pleading  was 
to  aver  that  he  had  notice  of  Uj  leaving  the  circumstances  by 
which  that  notice  \/a8  to  be  proved,  directly  or  indirectly,  to 
be  established  in  evidence;  and  he  further  held,  that  an  aver- 
ment that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  bona  fide  holder  was  not 
Suivalent  According  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Goodman  v. 
Etrvey,  which  indubitably  ii  the  settled  law  in  all  the  Engiish 
courts,  proof  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  gross  negli- 
gence in  acquiring  the  bill,  ought  not  to  defeat  his  right  to 
recover;  and  if  not,  it  serves  to  exemplify  the  magnitude  of 
the  error  assumed  in  the  instruction,  that  any  facts  and  circum- 
stances which  would  excite  the  suspicion  of  a  careful  and  pru- 
dent man  were  sufficient  to  destroy  the  title.  It  is  clear  that 
one  or  the  other  of  these  rules  must  be  incorrect;  both  cannot 
be  upheld.  Gross  negligence  is  defined  to  consist  of  the  (»mis* 
sion  of  that  care  whii  h  even  inattentive  and  thoughtless  men 
never  fail  to  take  of  their  own  property;  and  if  such  neglect 
would  not  defeat  the  right  to  recover — and  clearly  it  would 
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nat|  unless  attended  by  bad  faith — ^it  cannot  require  any  farthei 
reasoning  to  demonstrate  that  the  instruction  was  erroneous^ 
Several  cases  have  been  decided  in  England  upon  the  same 
subject,  and  to  the  same  effect,  and  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Qoodman  v.  Harvey  is  now  adopted  and  sanctioned  by  the 
most  approved  elementair  treatises  upon  commercial  law* 
(Raphael  v.  The  Bank  of  England,  33  Eng.  L.  and  Eo.,  276; 
Stephens  v.  Foster,  1  Cromp.,  Mee.,  and  Wels.,  849;  ralmer 
V.  Richards,  1  Eng.  L.  and  Eq.,  529;  Arbouin  v.  Anderson,  1 
Ad.  and  EIL,  K  S.,  498;  May  v.  Chapman,  16  Mee.  and  Wels.^ 
366;  Chitty  on  Bills,  12th  ed.,  257;  Stoiy  on  Bills,  3d  ed., 
sec.  416;  Byles  on  Bills,  4th  Am.  ed.,  121  to  126;  Smith'a 
Mer.  Law,  ed.  1857,  255;  Edwards  on  Bills,  309;  1  Saun. 
Plea,  and  Ev.,  591;  Wheeler  v.  Guild,  20  Pick.,  545;  Brush 
V.  Scribner,  11  Conn.,  368 ;  Backhouse  v.  Harrison,  6  Barn* 
and  Ad.,  1098;  .Gwynn  v.  Lee,  9  Gill.,  138.) 

These  cases,  beyond  controversy,  confirm  the  rule  laid  down 
by  this  court  in  Swift  t;.  Tyson,  and  they  also  furnish  the  fullest 
evidence,  by  their  harmony  each  with  the  other,  as  well  as  by 
their  entire  consistency  with  the  principal  case,  that  the  law 
has  been  uniform  since  the  decision  in  Goodman  v.  Hitrvey^ 
which  was  decided  in  1836 ;  and  we  think  it  will  appear,  upon 
an  examination,  that  it  has  always  been  the  same,  at  least  from 
a  very  early  period  in  the  history  of  English  mrisprudence 
down  to  the  present  time,  except  for  an  interval  of  about  twelve 
years,  while  the  doctrine  prevailed  which  is  now  invoked  in 
support  of  the  iustruction  m  this  case.  That  doctrine  had  ita 
ongin  in  Gill  v.  Cubitt,  3  Barn,  and  Cress.,  466,  and  it  was  fol- 
lowed by  the  other  cases  referred  to  in  the  printed  argument 
for  defendant.  It  was  decided  in  1824,  and  it  is  true,  as  the 
cases  cited  abundantly  show,  that  it  was  acquiesced  in  for  a  time^ 
as  a  correct  exposition  of  the  commercial  law  upon  the  subject 
under  consideration.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  proper  to  remark, 
that  there  is  not  wanting  respectable  authority  that  it  had  been 
much  disapproved  of  before  it  was  directly  questioned;  and  it 
is  certain,  that  nearly  two  jears  before  it  was  finally  overruled, 
Parke,  Baron,  in  delivenng  judgment  in  Foster  v,  Pearson,, 
regarded  it  as  mere  ^*  dicta,  rather  than  the  decision  of  the 

i'udges  of  the  King's  Bench."  (See  Raphael  v.  The  Bank  of 
Sngland,  per  Cress well.^  The  reasons  assiraed  for  that  depart- 
ure from  the  long-established  rule  upon  the  subject  are  as  re- 
markable and  unsatisfactory  as  the  change  was  sudden  and 
radical,  and  yet  their  particular  examination  at  this  time  is 
unnecessary.  It  is  a  sufiicient  answer  to  the  case  to  say,  that 
it  had  been  distinctlv  overruled  in  the  tribunal  where  it  waa 
decided,  and  has  not  been  considered  an  authority  in  that  eonri 
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for  more  than  twentjr  years.  The  doctrine,  says  Mr.  Chitty  in 
his  treatise  on  bills,  is  now  completely  exploded,  and  the  old 
rule  of  law  that  the  holder  of  bills  of  exchange,  endorsed  in 
blank  and  transferable  by  delivery,  can  give  a  title  which  he 
does  not  possess,  to  a  person  taking  them  bona  Jide  for  value, 
is  again  re-established  in  its  fullest  extent.  It  was  not,  how- 
ever, accomplished  at  a  single  blow,  but  the  error,  so  to  speak, 
was  literally  broken  up  and  destroyed  by  instalments.  The 
foundation  of  the  sunerstructure  was  severely  shaken  in  Crook 
V.  Jadis,  5  Barn,  ana  Ad.,  909,  when  the  full  bench  first  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  want  of  due  care  and  caution  were  in- 
sufficient to  constitute  a  defence,  and  that  gross  negligence,  ai 
leasiy  must  be  shown,  to  defeat  a  recovery.  But  it  was  left  to 
tiie  case  of  Goodman  v.  Harvey  to  announce  a  complete  cor- 
rection of  the  error,  when  Lord  Denman  declared,  we  have 
shaken  off  the  last  remnant  of  the  contrary  doctrine. 

A  brief  reference  to  some  of  the  earlier  cases  will  be  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  decision  in  Gill  v.  Cubitt  was  a  departure 
from  the  well-known  and  long-established  rule  upon  the  sub* 
ject  under  consideration.  One  of  the  earliest  cases  usualh' 
referred  to  is  that  of  Hinton's  case,  reported  in  2  Show,  24f 
It  was  an  action  of  the  case  against  the  drawer  upon  a  bill  of 
exchange  payable  to  bearer.  The  court  ruled  that  the  holdei 
must  entitle  himself  to  it  on  a  consideration;  ^'for  if  he  come 
to  be  bearer  by  casualty/  or  knavery^  he  shall  not  have  the  ben- 
efit of  it;"  and  so  in  anonymous,  1  Salk.,  126,  where  a  bank 
note  payable  to  A,  or  bearer,  was  lost,  and  found  by  a  stranger, 
and  by  him  transferred  to  C,  for  value.  Holt,  Ch.  J.,  held  mat 
**  A  might  have  trover  against  the  stranger,  for  he  had  no  title 
to  it,  but  not  against  C,  by  reason  of  the  course  of  trade,  which 
creates  a  property  in  the  bearer.*'  And  again  in  Miller  v.  Race, 
1  Burr,  462,  where  an  inn-keeper  received  a  bank  note  from 
his  lods^er  in  the  course  of  business,  and  paid  the  balance, 
Lord  liJ^ansfield  held  he  might  retain  it,  as  he  came  by  it  fairly 
and  bona  fide^  and  for  value,  and  without  knowledge  that  it  ha? 
been  stolen.  And  on  a  second  occasion,  in  Grant  v,  Yaughan, 
8  Burr,  1516,  where  a  bill  payable  to  bearer  was  lost,  and  the 
finder  passed  it  to  the  plaintiff  the  same  court  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  find  whether  he  came  to  the  possession  fairhf  and  bcma 
Me.  But  a  still  stronger  case  is  that  of  Peacock  v.  Rhodes,  2 
Doug.,  683,  where  a  bul  of  exchange,  endorsed  in  blank,  was 
stolen  and  passed  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  man  not  known.  It  was 
ar^ed  for  the  defendant,  that  a  holder  should  not  inmudmct 
take  a  bill  unless  he  knew  the  person.  Lord  Mansueld  an 
swered,  ^'that  the  law  is  well  settled,  that  a  holder  coming 
fairly  by  a  bill  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  transaction  between 
VOL.  XX.  24 
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the  original  parties.  *  *  ♦  The  question  of  ?nato,)WM  wm 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury."  And  lastly,  and  to  the  same 
effect,  is  Lawson  v.  Weston  et  al.,  4  Esp.  R.,  56,  where  a  bill 
of  exchange  for  <£500  was  lost  or  stolen,  and  was  discounted 
by  plaintiff  for  a  stranger.  It  was  insisted  for  the  defendant^ 
that  "a  banker  or  any  other  person  should  not  discount  a  bill 
for  one  unknown,  without  using  diligence  to  inquire  into  the  cir- 
cumstances." Lord  Kenyon  replied,  that  "to  adopt  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  defence  would  be  to  paralyze  the  circulation  of  all 
the  paper  in  the  country,  and  with  it  all  its  commerce;  that  the 
circumstance  of  the  bill  having  been  lost,  might  hstve  been 
material,  if  they  could  bring  knowUdge  of  thai  fact  Iwrm  to  the  plam- 
tiff.**  The  cases  cited,  commencing  in  1694  and  ending  in  1801, 
are  sufficient  to  show  what  the  state  of  the  law  was  in  1824, 
when  Gill  v.  Cubitt  was  decided,  especially  as  the  judges  of  the 
King's  Bench,  in  giving  their  opinions  on  that  occasion,  did  not 
pretend  that  there  were  any  later  decisions  in  which  it  had  been 
modified. 

m.  But,  assuming  that  the  instruction  was  erroneous,  it  is 
still  insisted,  by  the  course  of  the  argument  for  the  defendant, 
that  it  was  immaterial;  and  the  argument  proceeds  upon  the 
ground  that  the  case,  as  made  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  shows 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  holder  of  the  bill  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  iu  the  usual  course  of  business.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  is  insisted  that  he  held  it  merely  as  a  collateral  security 
for  a  pre-existing  debt,  without  any  present  consideration  at 
the  time  of  the  transfer,  and  that  a  party  who  takes  negotiable 
paper  under  such  circumstances  does  not  acquire  it  in  the  usual 
course  of  business,  and  consequently  takes  it  subject  to  prior 
equities.  Whatever  may  be  our  impressions  in  a  case  like  the 
one  supposed,  we  think  the  question  does  not  arise  in  the  pres- 
ent record,  assuming  the  facts  to  be  as  they  are  exhibited  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions ;  and  the  answer  to  the  argument  will  be 
based  entirely  upon  that  assumption,  without  prejudice  to  what 
may  hereafter  appear.  When  the  settlement  was  made,  the 
new  notes  were  given  in  payment  of  the  prior  indebtedness, 
and  the  collaterals  previously  held  were  surrendered  to  the 
defendant,  and  the  time  of  payment  was  extended  and  defini- 
tively fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  notes,  showing  an  agreement 
to  give  time  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  already  over-due,  and  a 
forbearance  to  enforce  remedies  for  its  recovery ;  and  the  im- 
plication is  very  strong,  that  the  delay  secured  by  the  arrange- 
ment constituted  the  principal  inducement  to  the  transfer  of 
the  bill.  Such  a  suspensioq^f  an  existing  demand  is  frequently 
of  the  utmost  importance  td^a  debtor,  and  it  constitutes  one  of 
the  oldest  titles  of  the  law  under  the  head  of  forbearance,  and 
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faas  always  been  considered  a  sufficient  and  valid  consideration. 

Suiting  V.  Vandorlyn,  4  John.,  287 ;  Morton  v.  Burn,  7  Ad.  and 
I.,  19;  Baker  v.  Walker,  14  Mee.  and  Wels.,  465;  Jennison 
V.  Stafford,  1  Cush.,  168 ;  Walton  v.  Mascall,  13  Mee.  and  Wels., 
458;  Com.  Dig.,  action  assumpsit,  B.  1;  Wheeler  v.  Slocum, 
16  Pick.,  62;  Story  on  Prom.  Notes,  sec.  186,  and  cases  Cited.j 
The  surrender  of  other  instruments,  although  held  as  collateral 
security,  is  also  a  good  consideration ;  ancfthis,  as  well  as  the 
former  proposition,  is  now  generally  admitted,  and  is  not  open 
to  dispute.  (Dupeau  v.  Waddington,  6  Whar.,  220;  Horn- 
blower  V.  Proud,  2  Bam.  and  Aid.,  827;  Hideout  r.  Bristow,  1 
Cromp.  and  Jer.,  281 ;  Bank  of  Salina  v.  Babcock,  21  Wend., 
499 ;  Youngs  t).  Lee,  2  Ker.,  551.)  It  seems  now  to  be  agreed, 
that  if  there  was  a  present  consideration  at  the  time  of  the 
transfer,  independent  of  the  previous  indebtedness,  that  a  party 
acquiring  a  negotiable  instrument  before  its  maturity  as  a  col- 
lateral security  to  a  pre-existing  debt,  without  knowledge  of 
the  facts  which  impeach  the  title  as  between  the  antecedent 
parties,  thereby  becomes  a  holder  in  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness, and  that  his  title  is  complete,  so  that  it  will  be  unaffected 
by  any  prior  equities  between  other  parties,  at  least  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  previous  debt,  for  which  it  is  held  as  collateral. 
(White  V.  Sprinrfeld  Bank,  8  Sand.  8.  C,  222;  New  TorkM. 
Iron  Works  v.  Smith,  4  Duer,  362.)  And  the  better  opinion 
seems  to  be,  in  respect  to  parol  contracts,  as  a  general  rule, 
that  there  is  but  one  measure  of  the  sufficiency  of  a  consider- 
ation, and,  consequently,  whatever  would  have  given  validity 
to  the  bill  as  between  the  original  parties  is  sufficient  to  uphold 
a  transfer  like  the  one  in  this  case.  We  are  not  aware  that 
the  principle,  as  thus  limited  and  qualified,  is  now  the  subject 
of  serious  dispute  anywhere,  and  that  is  amply  sufficient  for 
the  decision  oi  this  cause.  Whether  the  same  conclusion  ou^ht 
to  follow  where  the  transfer  was  without  any  other  consideration 
than  what  flows  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  at  the  time  of 
the  delivery,  and  such  as  may  be  inferred  from  the  relation  of 
debtor  and  creditor  in  respect  to  the  pre-existing  debt,  is  still 
the  subject  of  earnest  discussion,  and  has.given  nse  to  no  small 
diversity  of  judicial  decision.  It  seems  it  is  re^rded  as  suffi- 
cient in  England,  according  to  a  recent  case,  ^oirier  v.  Mor- 
ris, 20  Eng.  L.  and  E(j.,  108;  Byles  on  Bills,  pp.  96  and  127.> 
A  contrary  rule  prevails  in  New  York,  as  appears  by  several 
decisions.  (Coddington  v.  Bay,  20  John.,  637 ;  Stalker  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 6  Hill,  98;  and  also  in  Tennessee,  Napier  v.  Elam,  'i 
Yerff.,  108.)  It  is  settled  that  it  is  a  sufficient  consideration 
in  Massachusetts,  Vermont,  and  New  Jersey,  and  such  was  the 
•pinion  of  the  late  Justice  Story,  as  appears  from  his  remarki 
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ID  Swift  V.  Tyson,  and  in  his  valaablo  treatise  on  Bills  of  Ex 
change.  (Stoddard  v.  Eimball,  6  Cash.,  469;  Storv  on  Bills, 
sec.  192;  Cbicopee  Bank  v.  Chapin,  8  Met,  40;  Blanchard  9« 
Stevens,  3  Cash.,  162;  Atkinson  v.  Brooks,  26  Ver.,  569;  Al- 
laire  v.  Hartshorne,  1  Zab.,  665.)  We  think,  however,  that  the 
point  does  not  arise  in  this  case,  for  the  reasons  before  stated, 
and,  conseqaently,  forbear  to  express  any  opinion  apon  the  sub- 
ject. The  jud^ent  of  the  Circait  Coart  is  reversed,  and  the 
caase  remanded  for  farther  proceedings,  with  directions  to  issue 
a  new  venire. 


Charles  W.  Gazzam,  Plaintiff  in  Ebror,  v.  Lbsseb  of  Elaic 
Phillips  and  Mart  his  wife,  and  Ashbbt  W.  Ethbridgb. 

The  decision  of  this  coart  in  the  case  of  Brown  o.  Clementi  (8  How.,  650)  re» 
viewed  and  controlled. 

The  qnanUtj  of  land  grranted  to  a  patentee  in  pnrsnance  of  a  pre-emption  right 
under  the  act  of  29th  Maj,  1830,  mosti  in  an  action  at  law,  be  ascertained  from 
the  description  in  the  patent,  and  cannot  be  controlled  by  any  supposed  original 
eqnity  to  the  whole  of  a  quarter  section  to  which  a  claim  mi^t  hare  been  made 
before  the  register  and  receiver. 

Some  latitude  of  discretion  is  allowed  to  the  surveyor  general  under  the  act  of  24tb< 
April,  1820,  and  the  instructions  of  the  land  office,  in  the  subdivision  of  ftvctionaL 
sections  containing  more  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acree;  and  he  is  not  obliged,, 
absolutely,  aud  under  all  circumstances,  to  lay  oif  a  full  quarter  or  half  quarter 
section,  though  the  fraction  is  capable  of  such  a  subdivision. 

This  case  was  bronght  np,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Sapreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  Alabama. 

The  parties  claimed  under  the  same  titleo  which  were  before- 
this  court  in  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Clements,  reported  in  & 
llow.,  660.  A  diagram  is  there  given,  explanatory  of  the  mode- 
in  which  the  fractional  section  was  divided  between  Stone  and 
Etheridge. 

The  present  suit  was  an  ejectment  brought  in  1850,  by  Phil* 
lips  and  Etheridge,  who  claimed  under  Etheridge's  title  against 
Oazzam,  who  claimed  under  that  of  Stone. 

The  suit  was  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of 
Mobile,  f State  court,)- where  the  verdict  and  judgment  were- 
for  the  plai  ntiffs,  in  1855.  The  charge  of  the  judge  to  the  jury 
was  in  conformity  with  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  the  case 
of  Brown  v.  Clements,  accompanied  with  the  remark  that  such 
would  not  have  been  his  charge,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  de» 
cision  of  this  court  in  that  case. 

In  March,  1856,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama  affirmed 
this  judgment,  and  Gazzam  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  to  bring 
the  case  to  this  court 

The  case  of  Brown  v.  Clements  was  argued  and  decided  iir 
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this  court  at  the  term  which  commenced  in  December  term, 
1844.  In  the  24th  vol.  of  Alabama  R«p.,  new  series,  p.  854,  con- 
taining the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  at  Januaiy  term, 
1854,  there  is  the  following  opinion  delivered  by  Chief  Justice 
Chilton: 

^'Doe  ex  dem  Brown  and  wife  v.  Clements  and  Hunt,  Chilton, 
C.  J.  This  court  having  rendered  a  judmient  of  affirmance 
in  this  cause,  it  was  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  where  the  judgment  of  this 
court  was  reversed,  and  the  cause  ordered  to  be  remanded  for 
further  proceedings.  The  judgment  of  reversal  was  rendered 
in  December,  1844,  but  the  mandate  or  certificate  of  reversal 
did  not  reach  this  court  until  recentlv,  when  the  cause  was 
ordered  to  be  placed  upon  the  docket,  &c.,  &c. 

"It  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  to  forward  to  this  court  the  evidence  of  the  re- 
versal of  the  judgment,  in  order  that  the  same  may  be  disposed 
of  in  conformity  to  the  decision  of  that  court,  &c.,  &c. 

"That  the  failure  of  the  clerks  to  do  their  duty,  in  not 
placing  causes  on  the  docket,  shall  work  no  prejudice  to  the 
parties,  &c.,  &c." 

Upon  this  matter,  the  Reporter  has  received  from  the  clerk 
of  this  court  a  communication,  which  will  be  found  in  a  note.* 


♦  Supreme  Court  United  StateSy  December  Terra,  1844, 

WlLLLLM   L.  BaOWN  AND  WlVl  \ 

V,  y  In  error  to  the  Stqn'mne  Court  of  Alabama 

Clbkints  and  Hunt.       j 

1845,  January  21.    Jadgment  reversed,  with  costs. 

1845,  May  9.  The  clerk  sent  fee  bill  due  bj  plaintift  in  error  to  their  eoaofely 
(Mr.  Sherman,)  and  requested  him  to  remit  amount  per  draft 

1845,  June  10.  The  clerk  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Sherman,  remitting  a  draft 
for  the  amount  due  by  plain tift  in  error,  and  requesting  the  clerk  to  send  the 
mandate  **  immediately  forward,  as  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  State  is  now  in  ses- 
sion at  Tuskaloosa,"  Ac. 

1845,  June  10.  The  clerk  sent  the  mandate  per  mail,  addressed  to  "Charles  B. 
Sherman,  Esq.,  or  Clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama,"  Tuskaloosa,  Alabama. 

1858,  April  20.  Mr.  Sherman  has  this  date  obtained  a  certificate  from  Hon.  J. 
Marron,  Third  Assisunt  Postmaster  General,  stating  that  on  the  12th  June,  1846, 
there  was  mailed  at  Washington  city  a  letter  containing  a  mandate  of  the  Supreme 
Court  United  States,  addressed  as  above,  that  the  same  was  returned  as  a  dead  Ut^ 
tSTf  and  was  sent  to  the  Washington  city  post  office  on  the  23d  April,  1853,  and 
that  on  the  25th  of  said  month  it  was  delivered  to  Mr.  Sherman. 

The  clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  does  not  understand  thai 
It  has  ever  been  considered  his  official  duty  to  transmit  the  mandates  of  this  eoart 
to  the  courta  below.  It  certainly  has  never  been  the  practice.  Bat,  on  the  eo»* 
vary,  it  has  always  been  the  practice  for  the  counsel  to  attend  to  the  remission 
•f  their  cases  to  th^  courta  whence  they  came,  just  in  the  same  manner  And  to  the 
same  extent  that  they  attend  te  bring  them  up  here. 
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The  case  was  argued  in  this  court  by  Mr.  J,  Little  Smith  for 
the  plaintiiF  in  error,  and  Mr.  Sherman  for  the  defendants. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
Alabama. 

The  suit  was  brought  in  the  court  below  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  some  four  acres  of  land  in  the  city  of  Mobile. 

The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  title  to  the  lot  in  dispute 
as  heirs  of  James  Etheridge,  and  gave  in  evidence  a  patent 
from  the  United  States  to  their  ancestor,  dated  80th  May, 
1833,  *'for  the  southwest  quarter  section  twenty-two,  in  town- 
ship four  south,  of  range  one  west,  in  the  district  of  land  sub- 
ject to  sale  at  St.  Stephens,  Alabama,  containing  ninety-two 
acres  and  sixty-seven  hundredths  of  an  acre,  according  to  the 
official  plat  of  the  survey  of  the  said  lands  returned  to  the 
General  Land  Office  by  the  surveyor  general ;  which  said  tract 
has  been  purchased  by  the  said  James  Etheridge."  The  above 
is  a  literal  extract  from  the  description  of  the  parcel  of  land  in 
the  patent  granted  to  Etheridge. 

The  defendant  claimed  under  William  D.  Stone,  and  cave 
in  evidence  a  patent  to  him  from  the  United  States,  dated  the 
17th  December,  1832,  "for  the  south  subdivision  of  fractional 
section  twenty-two,  same  township  and  range,  containing  one 
hundred  and  ten  acres  and  fifty-one  hundredths  of  an  acre, 
according  to  the  official  plat  of  survey  of  the  said  lands  returned 
to  the  General  Land  Office  by  the  surveyor  general ;  which  said 
tract  has  been  purchased  by  the  said  William  D.  Stone."  Ether- 
idge gave  notice  to  the  register  and  receiver  of  his  claim  under 
the  act  of  29th  May,  1830,  on  the  28th  January,  1831,  and 
produced  his  proofs.  Stone  gave  notice  of  his  claim  to  the 
same  section,  25th  March,  1831,  and  furnished  his  proofs.  The 
claim  and  proofs  in  each  case  were  received  and  filed,  but  no 
money  was  paid,  nor  certificates  given,  as  the  official  plat  of  the 
survey  of  the  township  had  not  then  been  received  at  the  office. 
This  plat  was  returned  and  filed  in  March,  1832.  There  were 
private  claims  surveyed  and  laid  down  on  the  plat  to  this  sec- 
tion, so  that  the  portion  open  to  the  two  pre-emption  claims 
in  question  was  confined  to  a  fractional  part  of  the  section. 
This  fractional  part  was  divided  according  to  the  plat  by  a  line 
runninj^  north  and  south  through  it,  laying  off  in  the  west 
subdivision  ninety-two  and  sixty-seven  hundredths  acres,  and 
in  the  east  one  hundred  and  ten  and  fiftv  hundredths  acres, 
Etheridge  purchased  the  west  and  Stone  the  east  subdivision^ 
The  certificates  of  purchase  were  given  to  both  claimants 
doth  April,  1882.    The  one  to  Etheridge  is  for  the  southwest 
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tjaarter  of  section  tweEty-t\ro,  containing  ninety-two  and  sixty* 
seven  hundredths  acres,  the  qaantity  in  the  west  sabdivision, 
at  the  rate  of  one  dollar  twenty-five  cents  per  acre,  amounting 
to  $115.43;  the  other  to  Stone  is  for  the  southeast  subdivision 
of  fractional  section  twenty-two,  containing  one  hundred  and 
ten  and  fifty-one  hundredths  acres,  the  quantity  in  the  east 
subdivision,  at  the  rate  of  one  dollar  twenty-five  cents  per  acre, 
amounting  to  $138.13. 

The  sales  in  each  case  were  made  in  conformity  with  the 
subdivisions,  as  marked  upon  the  plat  of  the  surveyor  general 
then  on  file  in  the  office,  and  to  which  all  purchasers  of  the 
public  land  had  access,  and  which  constituted  the  guide  of  the 
re^ster  and  receiver  in  making  the  sales. 

The  lessors  of  plaintiff  also  ^ave  evidence  showing  that  the 
premises  in  question  were  within  the  southwest  quarter  section 
twenty-two,  computing  the  same  according  to  the  usual  meas- 
urement of  quarter  sections,  and  that  a  full  quarter  might  have 
been  laid  off  from  the  fraction,  and  claimed  that  the  whole  of 
the  southwest  quarter  had  been  appropriated  to  their  ances- 
tor, Etheridge,  under  the  pre-emption  act  of  1830,  which  posi- 
tion was  assented  to  by  the  court.  The  court  also  ruled^  that 
the  purchase  and  patent  of  Stone,  under  whom  the  defendant 
claims,  must  be  restrained  to  the  fraction  in  the  west  part  of 
the  southeast  quarter  of  section  twenty-two,  and  that  it  gave 
him  no  right  to  the  land  in  the  southwest  quarter. 

The  effect  of  this  ruling,  when  applied  to  the  case,  cave  to 
the  heirs  of  Etheridge  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  the  frac- 
tional section,  in  disregard  of  the  official  survey,  the  purchase, 
and  patent  for  only  me  ninety-two  acres,  and  reduced  the 
one  hundred  and  ten  which  Stone  purchased,  and  had  a  patent 
for,  to  some  forty-three  acres. 

The  court  is  of  opinion  this  ruling  cannot  be  maintained. 
For,  conceding  for  the  sake  of  the  argument  that  the  plat  by 
the  surveyor  general  of  this  section  was  made  contrary  to  law, 
the  ground  upon  which  the  decision  is  sought  to  be  maintained, 
and  that  Etheridge,  under  the  pre-emption  act  of  1880,  was 
entitled  to  purchase  the  whole  of  the  southwest  quarter,  and 
to  have  it  surveved  and  patented  to  him,  yet  it  was  not  so  8ur« 
veyed,  nor  did  he  purchase,  nor  has  he  obtained  a  patent  for 
the  same.  On  the  contrary,  he  purchased  and  paid  for  the 
west  subdivision  only  of  this  fractional  section,  containing 
ninety-two  acres,  and  took  out  a  patent  for  the  subdivision. 
Ana  in  addition  to  this.  Stone,  at  the  same  time,  purchased 
the  east  subdivision,  as  laid  down  on  the  official  plat,  and  has 
received  a  patent  for  the  same,  and  which  includes  the  premiMi 
|a  question. 
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The  patent  to  Etheridge,  as  we  have  seen,  describes  the  land 
granted  as  the  southwest  quarter,  &c.,  containing  ninetj-two 
and  sixty-seven  hundreths  acres,  according  to  the  official  plat 
of  the  survey  of  said  lands  returned  to  the  General  Land  Office. 
And  the  patent  to  Stone  is  equally  specific  in  the  description 
of  the  parcel  granted  to  him.  The  title,  therefore,  to  the 
premises  in  question,  was  never  in  the  ancestor  of  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  but  has  been  in  Stone,  and  those  hold- 
ing under  him,  since  the  17th  December,  1832,  the  date  of 
his  patent. 

The  case  of  the  claim  of  Etheridge  to  the  whole  of  this  south- 
west quarter,  some  years  after  the  issuing  of  the  patent  to  him 
and  Stone,  was  presented  to  the  Commissioner  of  the  Land 
Office  for  correction.  It  was  there  elaborately  examined  by 
the  counsel  for  the  applicant,  and  by  the  Commissioner  of  the 
Land  Office,  and  ultimately  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  on  the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General ;  that  officer 
maintaining  the  regularity  of  the  survey,  and  of  course  con- 
fixing the  grants  to  the  subdivisions  as  laid  down  on  the  plat 
referred  to  in  the  patents.  But,  as  we  have  already  said, 
whether  this  view  of  the  law  be  sound  or  not,  it  cannot  con- 
trol the  question  before  us.  The  inquiry  here  is  in  respect  to 
the  legal  title,  whether  it  was  iu  Etheridge  or  Stone,  under  the 
descriptions  of  the  land  in  their  respective  patents.  Unless 
we  can  hold  that  it  passed  to  Etheridge  under  his  patent,  the 
plaintiff  must  fail.  And  we  have  seen  that,  without  disregard- 
ing the  plainest  terms  used  in  the  description  of  the  tract,  it  is 
impossible  to  arrive  at  any  such  conclusion.  We  deny,  alto- 
gether, the  right  of  the  court  in  this  action  to  go  beyond  these 
terms,  thus  explicit  and  specific,  and,  under  a  supposed  equity 
in  favor  of  Etheridge,  arising  out  of  the  pre-emption  laws,  to 
the  whole  of  the  southwest  quarter,  enlarge  the  description  in 
the  grant,  or,  more  accurately  speaking,  determine  the  tract 
and  quantity  of  the  land  granted  by  this  supposed  equity  instead 
of  by  the  description  in  the  patent. 

But,  independently  of  the  above  view,  which  we  think  con- 
clusive against  the  plaintifiT,  we  are  not  satisfied  that  there  was 
any  want  of  power  m  the  surveyor  general  in  making  the  sub- 
divisions of  this  section  according  to  the  plat,  and  in  conformity 
with  which  the  sales  of  the  land  in  dispute  were  made. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  24th  April,  1820,  (3  tJ.  S.  St, 
p.  666,)  after  referring  to  the  act  of  1805,  provides,  **  that  frao- 
tional  sections  containing  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  or 
upwards  shall,  in  like  manner,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  besnb* 
divided  into  half-qnarter  sections,  utider  such  rules  and  rega 
lations  as  may  be  prescribe<l  l>v  the  Secretary  of  the  Tvemtirff 
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but  fractional  sections  containing  less  than  one  hundred  and 
«ixty  acres  shall  not  be  diyided,  but  shall  be  sold  entire." 

The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  issued  his  regulations  to  the 
surveyor  general,  through  the  Commissioner  of  the  Land  Office, 
on  the  10th  June  following,  in  which  he  directed  that  fac- 
tional sections  containing  more  than  one  hundred  and  sixtjr 
acres  should  be  divided  into  halt-quarter  sections  by  north  and 
south  or  east  and  west  lines,  so  as  to  preserve  the  most  com- 
pact and  convenient  forms.  The  fractional  section  in  question 
was  divided  by  a  north  and  south  line,  according  to  these  in- 
structions. Under  them,  some  latitude  of  discretion  has  been 
exercised  by  the  surveyor  general  in  the  division  of  fractional 
sections  exceeding  the  quantity  mentioned,  regard  being  had 
to  convenient  forms,  and  to  avoid  the  subdivision  of  the  public 
domain  into  ill-shaped  and  unsaleable  fractions.  The  question, 
as  we  have  already  seen,  came  again  before  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  in  the  case  of  Etheridge,  before  us  in  1887,  and 
the  construction  first  given,  and  also  the  practice  of  the  sur- 
vej'or  general  under  it,  confirmed.  The  surveys  of  the  public* 
lands  under  this  regulation  had  then  been  in  operation  for 
some  seventeen  years,  and  has  since  been  continued.  Attor- 
ney General  Butler,  upon  whose  authority  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  confirmed  the  survey  of  the  fractional  section  m  ques- 
tion, in  a  weH-considered  opinion,  observed,  that  "if  Congress 
had  intended  that  fractional  sections  should,  at  all  events,  be 
divided  into  half-quarter  sections,  when  their  shape  admits  the 
formation  of  any  such  subdivision,  I  think  they  would  have 
said  so  in  explicit  terms,  and  that  the  discretionary  power  in- 
trusted to  the  Secretary  would  have  been  plainly  confined  to 
the  residuary  parts  of  the  section;  and  further,  that  the  clause 
in  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  1820,  concerning  fractional  sec- 
tions containing  less  than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  (which 
are  not  to  be  divided  at  all,  but  sold  entire,)  is  decisive  to  show 
that  Congress,  which  passed  the  act,  did  not  deem  it  indispen- 
sable that  regular  half-quarter  sections  should,  in  all  practicable 
cases,  be  formed  by  the  surveyors ;  on  the  contrary,  it  shows 
that  they  preferred  a  single  tract,  though  containing  more  than 
eighty  acres,  and  thougn  capable  of  forming  a  regular  half- 
quarter,  to  small  inconvenient  fractions."  We  entirely  concur 
m  this  construction  of  the  act. 

The  only  difficulty  we  have  had  in  this  case  arises  from  the 
circumstance  that  a  difierent  opinion  was  expressed  by  a  ma- 
jority of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Brown's  Lessee  v.  Clemente^ 
(8  Howard,  p.  650.)  That  opinion  diflered  from  the  conetrno 
tion  of  the  act  of  1^820,  ^veu  by  the  head  of  the  land  depait* 
mot  U  and  disapproved  ot  the  practice  that  had  grown  up  undet 
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it  in  making  the  public  surveys ;  and  also  from  the  opinion/ 
subsequently  confirming  this  construction  and  practice,  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  Attorney  General,  as  late  as  the 
year  1887.  The  decision  in  Brown  v.  Clements  was  made  in 
the  December  term,  1844. 

It  IS  possible  that  some  rights  may  be  disturbed  by  refusing 
to  follow  the  opinion  expressed  in  that  case;  but  we  are  satis- 
fied that  far  less  inconvenience  will  result  from  this  dissent, 
than  by^  adhering  to  a  principle  which  we  think  unsound,  and 
which,  in  its  practical  operation,  will  unsettle  the  surveys  and 
subdivisions  of  fractional  sections  of  the  public  land,  running 
through  a  period  of  some  twenty-eight  years.  Any  one  familiar 
with  Sie  vast  tracts  of  the  public  domain  surveyed  and  sold, 
and  tracts  surveyed  and  yet  unsold,  within  the  period  men- 
tioned, can  form  some  idea  of  the  extent  of  the  disturbance 
and  confusion  that  must  inevitably  flow  from  an  adherence  to 
any  such  principle.  We  cannot,  tnerefore,  adopt  that  decision 
or  apply  its  principles  in  rendering  the  judgment  of  the  court 
in  this  case. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings remitted  to  the  court,  to  award  a  venire,  &o. 


HoRAOB  C.  SiLBBY,  Washbubn  Raob,  Abbl  Dowks,  Hbhbt 
Hbnion,  and  Edwabd  Mtnbbrsb,  Appbllahts,  v.  Elisha 

FOOTB. 

Footers  patent  declared  good,  for  the  combination  of  machinery  ased  in  <<the  ap^ 
plication  of  the  ezpansive  and  contracting  power  of  a  metallic  rod  bj  diflferent 
degrees  of  heat,  to  open  and  close  a  damper  which  governs  the  admission  of  air 
into  a  stove,  in  which  snch  rod  shaU  be  acted  upon  directly  by  the  heat  of  the 
stove  or  the  fire  which  it  contains." 

The  award  by  the  Circuit  Gonrt  of  damages  for  an  infringement  of  the  patent 
affirmed,  by  an  equal  division  of  this  court;  but  the  allowance  of  interest  over- 
ruled. 

Where  a  patentee  claims  more  than  he  is  entitled  to,  his  patent  may  still  be  good 
for  what  is  really  his  own,  provided  he  enters  a  disclaimer  for  the  surplus  with- 
ou'  any  unreasonable  delay.  In  this  case,  the  patentee  was  allowed  to  recover 
damages  for  an  infringement,  but  not  to  recover  costs,  agreeably  to  the  provis- 
ions of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  3d  March,  1837. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  northern  district  of  New  York,  sitting  as  a  court 
^f  equity. 

In  May,  1842,  Foote  obtained  a  patent  for  an  improvement 
in  regulating  the  draught  or  heat  of  stoves.  The  claim  whicl^ 
kenuide  was  this: 
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What  I  claim  as  my  invention,  and  desire  to  secure  by  let-^ 
l^rs  patent,  is  the  application  of  the  expansive  and  contracting 
power  of  a  metallic  rod  by  different  degrees  of  heat,  to  open, 
and  close  a  damper  which  governs  the  admission  of  air  into  a 
stove  or  other  structure  in  which  it  may  be  used,  by  which  a 
more  perfect  control  over  the  heat  is  obtained  than  can  be  by 
a  damper  in  the  flue. 

I  also  claim  as  my  invention  the  mode  above  described  of 
letting  the  heat  of  a  stove,  at  any  requisite  degree  by  which 
different  degrees  of  expansion  are  required,  to  open  or  close 
the  damper. 

I  also  claim  the  combination  above  described,  by  which  the 
Regulation  of  the  heat  of  a  stove  or  other  structure  in  which  it 
may  be  used,  is  effected;  and  I  also  claim  as  my  invention  the 
mode  above  described  of  connecting  the  action  of  the  metallie 
rods  with  the  damper,  so  that  the  same  may  be  disconnected 
when  the  damper  shall  have  closed,  and  the  heat  shall  con- 
tinue to  rise,  &c.  Elisha  Footb,  Jr. 

Afterwards,  in  March,  1847,  he  filed  the  following  disclaimer : 
To  the  Commissioner  of  Patents: 

The  petition  of  Elisha  Poote,  of  Seneca  Falls,  m  the  county 
of  Seneca  and  State  of  New  York,  respectfully  represents,  that 
your  petitioner  obtained  letters  patent  of  the  United  States  for 
an  improvement  in  regulating  the  draught  of  stoves,  which  let- 
ters patent  are  dated  on  the  26th  day  of  May,  1842 ;  that  he  has 
reason  to  believe  that  through  inadvertence  and  mistake  the 
claim  made  in  the  specification  of  said  letters  patent  in  the 
foUowipg  words,  to  wit:  "What  I  claim  as  my  invention,  and 
desire  to  secure  by  letters  patent,  is  the  application  of  the  ex- 

Sansive  and  contracting  power  of  a  metallic  rod  by  different 
egrees  of  heat  to  open  and  close  a  damper,  which  governs  the 
admission  of  air  into  a  stove  or  other  structure  m  which  it 
may  be  used,  by  which  a  more  perfect  control  over  the  heat 
is  obtained  than  can  be  by  a  damper  in  the  flue,"  is  too  broad. 
Including  that  of  which  your  petitioner  was  not  the  first  in* 
ventor. 

Tour  petitioner,  therefore,  hereby  enters  his  disclaimer  to 
BO  much  of  said  claim  as  extends  the  application  of  the  expan- 
sive and  contracting  power  of  a  metallic  rod  bv  different  de* 
^es  of  heat  to  any  other  use  or  purpose  than  that  of  regula- 
fing  the  heat  of  a  stove,  in  which  such  rod  shall  be  acted  upon 
directly  by  the  heat  of  the  stove,  or  the  fire  which  it  contams; 
which  disclaimer  is  to  operate  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  in 
said  letters  patent  vested  in  your  petitioner,  who  has  paid  ten 
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dollars  into  the  treasury  of  the  United  States,  agreeably  to  the 
requirements  of  the  act  of  Congress  in  that  case  made  and 
provided. 

This  did  not  apply  to  the  whole  of  his  claim,  but  only  to  a 
part  of  it. 

In  14  How.,  218,  will  be  found  the  report  of  a  suit  which 
Foote  instituted  against  some  of  the  present  appellants.  The 
judgment  of  the  court  below  being  affirmed  by  this  court,  that 
suit  was  brought  to  an  end. 

On  the  9th  of  October,  1848,  Foote  filed  his  bill  on  the 
equity  side  of  the  Circuit  Court  against  the  present  appellants, 
complaining  that  they  continued  their  infnngement  upon  his 
patent,  praying  for  an  injunction,  an  account,  &c.,  &c.  After 
other  proceedings  were  had  in  the  case,  Mr.  Justice  Nelson 
{in  vacation,  viz:  September,  1850)  ordered  an  issue  to  be  made 
up  at  law  upon  the  first  and  third  points  of  the  claim,  the  sec* 
ond  and  fourth  not  being  drawn  into  controversy.  In  June, 
1851.  the  trial  at  law  took  place,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants. 

Afterwards,  the  cause  came  before  the  court,  on  a  hearing 
of  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  and  case  made  upon  the  trial  of 
the  feigned  issues;  and  after  hearing  of  counsel  for  the  respect- 
ive parties,  the  court,  on  the  29th  day  of  August,  1853,  directed 
the  ibllowing  order  to  be  entered: 

In  Equity. 

This  cause  having  been  heard  on  argument  by  counsel  for 
the  respective  parties  on  the  pleading  and  proofs,  and  upon 
the  case  made  since  the  trial  of  the  feigned  issue  therein,  and 
the  court  having  considered  the  same,  and  bein^  of  the  opinion 
that  the  complainant  was  the  first  and  original  inventor  of  the 
application  of  the  expansion  and  contraction  of  the  inflexible 
metallic  rod  to  the  regulation  of  the  heat  of  stoves,  as  described 
and  claimed  in  his  patent,  adjudge  and  decree  that  the  defend* 
ants  have  infringed  the  said  patent  in  making  and  vending^  the 
regulators  of  stoves,  as  charged  in  the  said  Bill  of  complaint, 
and  that  the  said  complainant  is  entitled  to  have  a  perpetual 
injunction  to  restrain  said  defendants,  their  agents,  servants, 
and  all  claiming  or  holding  under  or  through  them,  from  ma- 
king, vending,  or  using,  or  in  any  manner  disposing  of  any 
regulator  or  regulators  of  stoves,  embracing  the  invention  or 
improvements  described  in  said  letters  p&tent,  namely,  any 
regulator  in  which  the  expansive  and  contracting  power  of  an 
•nlezibie  metallic  rod,  which  expansion  and  contraction,  if 
produced  by  changes  in  the  heat  of  the  stove  regulated,  shall 
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be  ai^plied  to  the  damper  to  regulate  the  heat  thereof^  and  this 
notwithstanding  the  verdict  of  the  jury  upon  the  feigned  iBsne, 
heretofore  rendered  on  the  trial  of  the  same. 

And  it  is  further  adjudged  and  decreed,  that  the  cause  be 
referred  to  Augustus  A.  Boyce,  Esq.,  the  clerk  of  this  court, 
to  ascertain  and  report  the  number  of  regulators  for  stoves 
embracing  the  principle  aforesaid  that  have  been  made,  and 
also  the  number  sold  by  the  said  defendants,  or  either  of  them, 
since  the  28d  day  of  March,  1847,  and  the  damages  complain* 
ant  has  sustained,  or  use  and  profits  the  defendants,  or  either 
of  them,  have  derived  by  reason  of  such  infringement,  since 
the  time  last  aforesaid ;  and,  upon  the  coming  in  and  confirma- 
tion of  the  said  report,  that  said  complainant  have  a  decree 
and  execution  for  the  amount  found  due  to  him«  and  also  for 
the  costs  in  this  suit,  to  be  taxed. 

It  appeared  from  the  record  that  the  court,  on  the  trial  of 
the  feigned  issues,  instructed  the  jury  that  the  first  claim  of 
the  patentee  was  disproved  by  the  prior  construction  of  the 
Saxton  stove,  and  that  the  patent  must  rest  for  its  validity  upon 
the  other  claims. 

In  June,  1854,  the  master  made  his  report,  which  was  very 
voluminous,  and  to  which  both  parties  filed  numerous  excep- 
tions, some  of  which  were  overruled  and  others  allowed  by  the 
court.  The  result  of  some  of  the  rulings  made  a  further  refer- 
ence to  the  master  necessary,  when  both  parties  expressed  a 
desire  that  the  court  should  make  the  examination  itself.  This 
was  accordingly  done,  when  the  following  decree  was  passed, 
viz: 

This  court  having  accordingly  made  such  examination  and 
determination,  it  is  further  oniered,  adjudged,  and  decreed, 
and  this  court,  by  virtue  of  the  power  and  authority  therein 
vested,  doth  further  order,  adjudge,  determine,  and  decree,  that 
the  said  defendants  are  respectively  liable  to  the  said  complain- 
ant for  the  sums  of  money  hereinafter  set  forth,  in  the  manner 
hereinafter  particularly  mentioned,  for  their  profits  of  the  use 
by  the  said  defendants,  or  such  of  them  as  are  hereinafter  par- 
ticularly  declared  liable  therefor,  of  the  said  invention  of  the 
complainant,  described  and  secured  to  him  by  letters  patent 
granted  to  the  said  complainant,  as  set  forth  in  the  bi}l  ol  com- 

Elaint  in  this  cause,  which  use  was  unauthorized  and  an  in- 
ingement  and  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  said  complainant, 
under  the  said  patent;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  said  defendant 
Horace  C.  Silsby,  either  severally  or  iointlv  with  others  of  said 
defendants,  is  liable  for  and  chargeable  with  the  sum  of  twenty- 
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three  thousand  six  hundred  and  forty-four  dollars  and  twenty- 
two  cents  ($28,644.22;)  that  of  the  said  last-mentioned  sum 
the  said  defendant,  Washburn  Race,  is  in  like  manner  liable 
for  the  sum  of  eighteen  thousand  one  hundred  and  eighty-two 
dollars  and  six  cents  ($18,182.06;)  that  of  the  said  first-men- 
tioned sum  the  said  defendant,  Edward  Mynderse,  is  in  like 
manner  liable  for  and  chargeable  with  the  sum  of  fifteen  thou- 
sand nine  hundred  and  sixteen  dollars  and  twelve  cents;  and 
that  of  the  said  first  mentioned  sum  the  said  defendant,  Henry 
Henion,  is  liable  for  and  chargeable  with  the  sum  of  three 
thousand  one  hundred  and  fifty-four  dollars  and  eighty-five 
cents;  and  that  of  the  said  first-mentioned  sum  the  said  de- 
fendant, Abel  Downs,  is  liable  for  and  chargeable  with  the 
sum  of  three  thousand  two  hundred  and  sixty-seven  dollars 
and  thirty-seven  cents. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  and  this 
court,  by  virtue  of  the  power  and  autnority  therein  vested,  doth 
order,  adjudge,  and  decree,  that  each  of  the  said  defendants 
pay  to  the  said  complainant  the  sum  which  such  defendant  is 
above  declared  and  decreed  to  be  liable  for  and  chargeable 
with,  and  interest  thereon,  until  such  payment,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  shall  be  necessary,  together  with  the  sums  previously 
paid  by  the  other  defendants,  to  pay  off  and  discharge  the  first- 
mentioned  sum  of  twenty-three  thousand  six  hundred  and  forty- 
four  dollars  and  twenty-two  cents,  and  interest  thereon,  from 
the  entry  of  this  decree ;  and  the  evidence  in  this  cause  not 
enabling  the  court  now  to  determine  with  precision  liie  rights 
of  such  defendants  as  between  themselves,  in  respect  to  the 
sums  for  which  each  of  such  defendants  is  liable  to  contribute 
to  the  other,  it  is  further  ordered  and  decreed,  that  the  sums 
paid  by  or  collected  from  the  property  of  each  defendant,  under 
this  decree,  shall  be  first  applied  in  payment  and  discharge 
of  the  amount,  if  any,  for  which  said  defendant  is  solely  liable^ 
and  next  to  the  payment  and  discharge  of  such  amount,  if 
any,  as  the  said  defendant  and  the  least  number  of  the  other 
defendants  is  liable,  in  such  manner  as  to  give  to  the  said 
complainant  his  just  and  full  rights  against  each  and  all  said 
defendants;  and  if  any  controversy  or  question  shall  arise  in 
respect  to  the  proper  application  of  any  moneys  so  paid  or 
collected,  either  defendant  or  party  may  apply  to  this  court, 
upon  affidavit  and  due  notice  to  the  adverse  party  in  interest^ 
for  instructions  in  respect  to  the  application  thereof,  or  the 
stay  of  further  executions  against  any  single  defendant,  or  any 
portion  of  such  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  the  whole  sum 
for  which  he  is  hereby  made  liable  has  been  paid  by  himself 
and  other  defendants  jointly  liable  therefor. 
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And  it  ifl  farther  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the 
Baid  defendants  pay  to  the  said  complainant  his  costs  in  this 
suit,  to  be  taxed,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  taxation  and 
allowance  thereof  until  paid,  and  that  he  have  executions  for 
such  costs,  and  for  the  sums  above  decreed  to  be  paid  him  as 
aforesaid;  but  such  execution  against  the  defendants  other 
than  the  said  defendant,  Horace  0.  Silaby,  shall  be  only  for 
such  costs,  and  the  amount  for  which  such  defendants  are 
hereinbefore  respectively  declared  to  be  liable. 

S.  Nblson. 

K  K  Hall. 

From  this  decree  the  complainant  and  respondents  both  ap- 
pealed ;  but  as  the  case  of  the  respondents'  appeal  came  on 
first  for  argument,  it  only  is  noticed.  Both  cases  were  decided 
together. 

The  case  was  argued  in  this  court  by  Mr.  KdUr  and  Mr. 
Blatchford  for  the  appellants,  and  by  Mr.  Foote  in  proper  per- 
son for  the  appellee. 

The  counsel  for  the  appellants  directed  their  attention  ex- 
clusively to  the  fii*st  claim  of  the  patent,  which  was  in  fact  the 
only  one  involved  in  the  controvertjy.    They  denied — 

1.  The  validity  of  Hie  patent. 

2.  Its  novelty. 

3.  Its  utility. 

4.  The  infringement  and  the  liability  of  the  defendants 
below. 

The  principal  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  patent  was  the 
nature  of  the  subject,  which,  it  was  contended,  was  exactly 
similar  in  its  general  character  to  the  eighth  claim  of  Morse, 
tvhich  this  court  decided  to  be  invalid.  (O'Reilly  v,  Morse,  15 
How.,  62.) 

On  the  subject  of  the  novelty  of  the  invention,  the  counsel 
contended  that  the  Saxton  stove  and  Arnott  improved  stove 
were  both  prior  in  point  of  time,  and  in  both  of  them  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  expansion  and  contraction  of  a  metallic  rod  was 
applied  to  I'egulate  a  damper,  by  causing  it  to  open  and  close 
according  to  me  heat  of  the  stove.  But  it  is  in  vain  to  attempt 
to  follow  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  in  the  various  branches 
of  their  argument,  which  occupied  nearly  fifty  pages  of  a 
printed  brief 

Mr.  Iboie  argued  bis  own  case,  and  thus  explained  hit  in- 
vention: 
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The  complainant's  invention  consisted  in  the  application  of 
the  expansive  and  contracting  power  of  an  inflexible  metallic 
rod  to  regulate  the  heat  of  stoves.  The  great  difficulty,  in 
making  this  application,  arose  from  the  indispensable  necessity 
of  providing  a  detaching  process.  In  the  complainant's  appa- 
ratus,  after  an  increase  of  heat  has  entirely  closed  the  damper^ 
should  the  temperature  from  any  cause  continue  to  rise,  the 
levers  which  communicate  the  action  of  the  rod  to  the  dampers 
disconnect  themselves  from  it,  and  are  free  to  move  on  to  any 
extent  to  which  the  stove  may  be  heated ;  and  on  the  heat's 
returning  to  the  same  point,  thej  will  reconnect  themselves 
with  the  damper  and  resume  their  appropriate  functions.  In 
like  manner,  dhould  the  fuel  bum  out  and  the  heat  continue 
to  fall,  after  the  damper  has  been  fully  opened,  the  levers  will 
become  detached,  until  the  temperature  shall  have  been  again 
restored  to  the  desired  degree. 

The  office  of  a  regulator  is  to  produce  an  uniform  heat;  and 
to  attain  this  object,  it  is  necessary  to  give  such  increase  of 
motion  to  the  action  of  the  rod,  that  a  small  change  of  heat — 
say  from  five  to  ten  degrees — shall  be  sufficient  to  open  or  close 
the  damper.  *  Then,  snght  variations  from  the  desired  point, 
operating  upon  the  damper,  keep  ver^  nearly  a  uniform  tem- 
perature, sufficiently  so  for  all  practical  purposes.  Were  it 
constructed  otherwise,  it  might  be  a  thermometer,  to  show  the 
degree  of  heat,  but  would  not  be  a  regulator,  to  control  it.  But 
the  variations  of  temperature  in  a  common  stove  exceed  one 
thousand  degrees.  And  unless  provision  was  made  for  excess- 
ive changes,  the  apparatus  would  destroy  itself.  It  could  not 
be  used  for  a  stcve  regulator. 

Several  att<3mpts  had  been  made,  previous  to  the  complain- 
ant's invention,  to  apply  the  infiexihle  rod  as  a  regulator  to 
some  other  purposes,  where  it  was  subjected  to  such  changes 
only  as  take  place  in  water,  or  atmospheric  air,  and  where  a 
detaching  process  was  not  deemed  to  be  essential.  But  we 
have  no  evir*  3nce  that  such  attempts  were  ever  successful,  or 
were  anywhere  in  practical  use,  or  had  ever  been  known  be- 
yond the  books  in  which  they  are  described.  But  to  the  stove, 
with  its  excessive  variations,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  one 
ever  attempted  its  application. 

The  efforts  previously  made  to  produce  a  stove  regulator 
were  in  a  difierent  direction.  When  two  thin,  flexible,  and 
elastic  slips  of  metal,  of  unequal  expansibilities,  are  soldered, 
or  otherwise  attached  together,  a  change  of  heat,  affecting  one 
more  than  the  other,  produces  a  flexure  or  curvature  of  thef 
instrument  And  as  its  elasticity  enabled  it  to  yield  to  any 
excessive  change,  and  obviated  the  necessity  of  a  detaching 
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procesa,  its  application  to  a  stove  was  easy  and  apparent.  Bat 
an  insuperable  difficalty  was  foand  in  its  use.  W  hen  an  eiastie 
piece  of  metal  is  bent  and  heated,  it  takes  a  new  form,  or,  as  it 
IS  termed,  '^  sets  "  into  that  position.  The  effect  is  gradual  at 
moderate  temperatures,  and  instantaneous  at  high.  The  in- 
strument, besides,  was  necessarily  made  slight,  in  order  to  hay« 
the  requisite  flexibility.  And  although  very  useful  for  some 
purposes,  its  application  to  stoves  was  but  a  series  of  unsuc- 
cessful experiments. 

All  the  difficulties  were  overcome  in  the  complainant's  ap- 
plication of  the  inflexible  rod,  and  a  really  practical  and  effect- 
ual stove  regulator  was,  for  the  first  time,  produced. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSOK  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 

United  States  for  the  northern  district  of  New  York. 
The  bill  was  filed  in  the  court  below  by  Foote  against  the 

defendants  for  an  alleged  infringement  of  a  patent  for  an  in  • 

Erovement  in  regulating  the  draught  or  heat  of  stoves.  The 
ill,  among  other  things,  set  out  a  trial  at  law  between  the  pai  • 
ties  upon  the  patent,  and  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff;  that  the 
defendants  since  the  trial  and  verdict  continued  their  infringe* 
ment,  and  had  even  increased  the  business  of  making  and  vend- 
ing the  complainant's  stove  regulators. 

The  complainant  prayed  for  an  account,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants be  restrained  by  injunction  from  further  infringements. 

The  defendants  put  in  an  answer,  to  which  there  was  a  repli* 
cation.  Afterwaras  feigned  issues  were  ordered  by  the  courts 
to  try  the  questions  whether  or  not  the  patentee  was  the  first 
and  ori^nal  inventor  of  the  application  of  the  expansive  and 
contracting  power  of  the  metallic  rod,  bv  different  degrees  of 
heat,  to  open  and  close  the  damper  which  governs  the  admis- 
sion of  air  into  a  stove;  and,  also,  whether  or  not  he  was  the 
first  and  ori^nal  inventor  of  the  combination  described  in  hia 
patent,  by  which  the  rejgulation  of  the  heat  of  a  stove  in  which 
it  might  be  used  was  effected. 

The  jur^,  after  hearing  the  proofs  upon  these  issues,  returned 
a  verdict  in  the  negative.  Afterwards  the  cause-  came  before 
the  court  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  and  the  case  made 
upon  the  trial  of  the  feigned  issues;  and  after  hearing  the 
arguments  of  counsel  for  the  respective  parties,  held,  that  thd 
patent  was  valid,  notwithstanding  the  verdict  of  the  jury  on 
the  feigned  issues,  and  also  that  the  defendants  had  been  guilty 
of  an  infringement,  and  referred  the  cause  to  a  master,  to  aaceiv 
tain  $aad  report  the  profits  which  the  defendants  bad  derived 
bj  reeeon  of  said  infringement.  A  moet  volaminotie  leoord 
VOL.  XX.  25 
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rf  testimony  was  taken  before  the  master,  and  on  the  17th 
June,  1864,  he  repoi-ted  profits  made  by  the  defendants  to  the 
amount  of  $2,660.  Thirty  exceptions  were  filed  to  the  report 
by  the  counsel  for  the  complainant,  and  eighteen  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  were  argued  before  the  court.  The  view  the  court 
has  taken  of  the  case  here  renders  it  unimportant  to  refer  par- 
ticularly or  specially  to  the  decision  of  the  court  below  upon 
each  of  these  exceptions.  After  disposing  of  them,  the  court, 
agreeably  to  an  earnest  request  of  the  counsel  that  the  cause 
should  not  be  again  sent  down  to  the  master,  but  that  the 
court,  upon  the  evidence  before  it,  should  ascertain  the  amount 
of  profits  to  which  the  complainant  was  entitled,  entered  upon 
the  inquiry,  and,  after  a  laborious  and  minute  examination  of 
a  record  of  some  six  hundred  closely  printed  octavo  pages  of 
proofs,  found  an  aggregate  of  profits  to  the  amount  of  $17,980.40, 
and  an  aggregate  of  interest,  averaged,  of  $6,663.82,  making  a 
total  of  $23,644.22.  And  on  the  28th  of  August,  1866,  a  final 
decree  was  entered  for  the  complainant  against  the  defendants 
for  this  amount,  with  the  costs  to  be  taxed. 

The  cause  is  now  before  this  court  on  appeal. 

The  difterence  of  opinion  among  the  judges  of  this  court  in 
respect  to  the  am6unt  of  profits  that  should  be  allowed  to  the 
complainant,  precludes  the  delivery  of  anv  written  opinion  on 
this  branch  of  the  case.  The  decree  of  the  court  below  as  to 
the  amount,  with  the  exception  of  the  interest,  is  affirmed  by 
a  divided  court.  A  majority  of  the  court  are  of  opinion  that 
there  was  error  in  the  allowance  of  interest  on  the  profits 
found  for  the  complainant.  That  amount,  therefore,  which  is 
$6,663.82,  must  be  deducted. 

This  court  is  also  of  opinion  that  the  court  below  erred  in 
awarding  costs  of  the  complainant  against  the  defendants. 

The  first  claim  of  the  patentee  in  his  patent  was  disproved 
by  the  prior  construction  and  use  of  what  is  called  in  the  case 
the  Saxton  stove,  and  no  disclaimer  was  entered  according  to 
the  requirements  of  the  act  of  Congress  3d  March,  1837.  By 
the  ninth  section  of  that  act  it  is  provided,  that  when  a  patentee 
by  mistake  shall  have  claimed  to  be  the  inventor  of  more  than 
he  is  entitled  to,  the  patent  shall  still  be  good  for  what  shall 
be  truly  and  borui  Jide  his  own,  and  he  shall  be  entitled  to 
maintain  a  suit  in  law  or  equity  for  an  infringement  of  this 
part  of  the  invention,  notwithstanding  the  specification  claims 
too  much.  But  in  such  case,  if  judgment  or  decree  be  len 
dered  for  the  plaintifi^  he  shall  not  recover  costs  against  the 
defendant  unless  he  shall  have  entered  a  disclaimer  in  the 
Patent  Office  of  the  thing  patented,  to  which  he  has  no  ri^bt, 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit.    There  is  also  anouiec 
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condition,  namely,  that  the  plaintifi'  shall  not  be  entitled  to 
the  benefits  of  the  section,  if  he  has  unreasonably  neglected  or 
delayed  to  enter  the  disclaimer. 

The  Saxton  stove  was  produced  on  the  trial  of  the  feigned 
issues,  after  this  suit  had  been  commenced,  and  the  question 
bas  been  in  controversy  from  tiience  to  the  present  time, 
whether  or  not  the  arrangement,  construction,  and  use  of  that 
stove,  had  the  effect  to  disprove  the  first  claim  in  the  complain- 
ant's patent  It  would  be  goin^  too  far,  therefore,  under  these 
circumstances,  to  hold  that  the  delay  in  entering  the  dis- 
claimer was  unreasonable  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
A  majority  of  the  court  is  of  opinion  the  delay  has  not  been 
unreasonable  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  so  as  to  defeat  the 
recovery. 

According  to  our  conclusions,  the  decree  of  the  court  below 
is  reversed  as  to  the  $5,668.82  interest,  and  also  as  to  the  costs 
allowed  the  complainant,  and  afiirmed  as  to  the  residue,  with- 
out costs  to  either  party  in  this  court;  and  that  the  case  be 
remitted  to  the  court  below  to  enter  a  decree  for  the  complain- 
ant against  the  defendants  in  conformity  to  this  opinion,  and 
proceed  to  the  execution  of  the  same. 

Mr.  Justice  DAKIEL  and  Mr.  Justice  GBIER  dissented. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL: 

I  concur  entirely  in  the  views  expressed  by  my  brother 
ORIER  in  this  cause.  I  have  always  regarded  the  patent  of 
the  complainant  void  upon  its  face.  I  moreover  consider 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  inconsistent  with  the  claim  of 
the  complainant,  unwarranted  by  any  evidence  in  the  cause, 
and  most  unjust  and  oppressive  in  its  operation. 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  dissenting: 

Although  I  may  occasionally  differ  in  opinion  with  the  ma- 
jority of  my  brethren,  my  usual  custom  has  been  to  submit  to 
their  better  judgment,  without  remark.  But  in  this  case  I  feel 
constrained  to  protest  against  a  decree  which,  iu  my  opinion^ 
does  great  and  manifest  injustice  to  the  appellants.  In  doin^ 
so,  it  is  proper  that  I  thus  state  my  reasons  as  briefly  as  possi^ 
ble,  without  an  attempt  at  their  full  vindication  by  a  tedious 
argument. 

1.  I  believe  the  patent  of  complainant  to  be  void  on  its  face; 

The  first  claim  is  for  the  application  of  the  <^  expansive  and 
contracting  power  of  a  metallic  rod,  by  difterent  desree%rai 
heat,  to  open  and  close  a  damper  which  governs,  the  admisbidft 
of  air  into  a  stove."  .    .  ?jtu 
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Now,  this  claim  is  &lBe  in  fact.  The  patentee  was  not  the 
first  to  make  this  application  of  the  different  degrees  of  expan- 
sion of  metals  to  open  and  close  a  damper  to  a  stove.  The 
evidence  is  clear,  explicit,  and  uncontradicted.  Moreover,  a 
jury  haJB  so  found  in  an  issue  ordered  in  this  case,  and  which 
verdict  does  not  appear  to  have  been  set  aside,  althougn  it  was 
disre^rded  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 

This  claim,  even  if  it  were  true  in  fact,  is  clearly  void  in  law, 
unless  we  agree  to  reverse  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  this  court 
in  the  case  of  O'Reilly  v.  Morse,  with  re^rd  to  the  eighth 
claim  of  Morse's  patent.  Besides,  at  the  trial  at  law,  the  Cir* 
cuit  Court  decided,  in  1848,  that  this  first  claim  could  not  bB 
sustained.  Yet,  with  ten  years' judicial  notice  of  this  defer t 
in  his  patent,  the  patentee  has  never  amended  it,  entered  a 
disclaimer,  or  attempted  to  avail  himself  of  the  privilege  offered 
to  him  by  the  statute  to  rescue  it  from  this  charge,  so  destruc- 
tive to  its  validity. 

At  common  law,  a  patent  having  this  infirmity  was  absolute* 
ly  void.  The  patent  act  of  1886,  section  18,  provides  a  remedy , 
**  where  a  patent  is  inoperative  and  void,  by  reason  of  a  paten- 
tee's claiming  in  his  specification  as  his  invention  more  than 
he  had  a  right  to  claim,  and  when  the  error  has  arisen  through 
inadvertence  or  mistake." 

In  such  a  case,  the  patentee  is  permitted  to  surrender  his 
patent,  and,  on  payment  of  a  further  sum,  have  his  patent 
reissued  as  corrected.  But  he  was  not  permitted  to  recover 
any  damage  for  infringement  which  occurred  before  the  date 
of  the  reissued  patent. 

The  patent  act  of  1887,  section  7,  gives  a  further  privilege 
to  the  patentee  of  escaping  the  consequences  of  such  a  defect, 
"where  his  patent  is  too  broad,"  by  permitting  him  to  enter  a 
disclaimer,  to  be  taken  and  considered  as  part  of  the  original 
specification.    It  does  not  subject  him  to  the  costs  of  a  new 

Satent,  nor  to  the  forfeiture  of  antecedent  damages,  where  the 
isclaimer  is  made  during  the  pendencv  of  a  suit,  but  gives  tiie 
defendant  a  right  to  obiect  to  its  validity  on  account  of  unrea- 
sonable neglect  and  delay  in  filing  it 

The  ninth  section  of  the  same  act  provides  for  the  case  where 
"the  patentee,  in  his  specification,  has  claimed  to  be  the  in- 
ventor of  any  material  or  substantial  part  of  the  thine  patented, 
of  which  he  was  not  the  first  inventor,  and  provided  it  be  dis- 
tinguishable from  other  parts  claimed  in  his  patent  He  is 
l^eraiitted  to  sustain  his  action  for  such  part  as  is  b(ma  fik  his 
own  invention,  forfeiting  his  right  to  costs  where  he  has  not 
filed  a  disclaimer  before  suit  brouffht  But  no  person,  briiigw 
ing  any  such  suit,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  this 
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tion,  who  shall  have  unreasonably  neglected  or  delajed  to  enter 
ftt  the  Pateoft  Office  a  disclaimer,  as  aforesaid." 

Kow,  the  first  claim  of  this  patent  does  not  come  within  the 
category  of  the  ninth  section.  It  is  not  for  ^'a  material  and 
substantial  part  of  the  thin^,  distinguishable  from  other  parts," 
bnt  it  is  the  case  embraced  in  the  seventh  section,  where  tiie 
claim  is  void,  because  it  is  too  broad. 

Here  the  claim  is  for  a  monopoly  of  the  expansive  power  of 
metals  when  applied  to  a  stove,  and  this  expansive  power  is  a 
necessary  agent  in  every  claim  for  a  combination  in  tne  patent. 

The  seventh  section  gives  the  patentee  no  right  to  recover 
at  all,  unless  a  disclaimer  has  been  filed  before  trial  or  jude- 
mMit  But,  assuming  that  the  privilege  given  by  the  ninm 
section  be  available  to  the  patentee  in  this  case,  has  he  brought 
himself  within  the  proviso?  He  has  refused  to  avail  himself 
of  the  privilege  tendered  to  him  by  the  law,  and  stands  upon 
his  patent.  ]N  otwithstanding  the  decision  of  the  Circuit  Court 
against  this  claim  in  1848 ;  notwithstanding  the  decision  of  this 
court  in  O'Reilly  v.  Morse;  notwithstanding  the  verdict  in 
1858,  declaring  this  claim  ialse,  no  disclaimer  has  ever  been 
entered.  The  pendency  of  the  suit  could  be  no  reason,  for  the 
acts  contemplate  a  pending  suit.  I  cannot  consent  to  say  that 
this  is  not  a  caae  not  only  of  unreasonable  delay,  but  of  stub- 
bom  rejection  of  the  privilege  offered  by  the  law. 

The  case  of  O'Reilly  v.  %iorse  cannot  be  quoted  as  a  jprece- 
dent  for  this.  There,  Morse  was  admitted  to  be  the  onj^nal 
inventor  of  the  application  of  an  element  of  nature  in  his  eighth 
claim ;  but  the  court  decided  that  it  was  void,  because  it  was 
too  broad.  Until  that  decision  was  read  in  court,  the  patentee 
had  not  the  least  reason  to  suspect  his  claim  to  be  invalid.  The 
decision  was  a  surprise  not  only  to  him,  but  many  others  more 
learned  in  the  law,  who  had  carefullv  examined  this  claim,  and 
advised  the  patentee  that  it  was  valid.  In  the  present  case,  the 
patentee  disregarded  the  judgment  of  a  Circuit  Court,  a  verdict 
of  a  jury,  and  judgment  of  this  court,  all  of  which  warned  him  of 
he  necessity  of  a  disclaimer  many  years  before  final  judraient. 

I  cannot  consent  to  annul  the  statute  altogether,  and  allow 
its  benefits  to  a  patentee  who  has  stubbornly  refused  to  submit 
to  the  conditions  on  which  they  are  tendered. 

n.  The  interlocutory  decree  of  the  court  below  does  not 
condemn  the  defendants  for  infrinj^ng  the  third  claim  of  the 
•complainant's  patent,  on  which  alone  it  was  decided  on  the 
trial  at  law  the  defendant  was  liable,  and  on  which  it  is  now 
attempted  to  justify  this  decree.  What  that  decree  is,  must  be 
judged  b^  the  recoid,  and  not  by  any  parol  escplanations  of 
<x>ntradictions  of  it. 
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The  decree  affirms — 

iBt.  That  the  plaintiff  was  the  first  inventor  of  the  a/pplkaJSim 
of  the  expansion  and  contraction  of  the  inflexible  metallic  rod 
to  the  regulation  of  the  heat  of  stoves. 

2d.  That  any  regulator  in  which  the  expansive  and  contract- 
ing power  of  an  inflexible  metallic  rod,  which  expansion  and 
contraction  is  produced  by  changes  in  the  heat  of  the  stove 
regulated,  is  applied  to  the  damper  to  regulate  the  heat  of  the 
stove,  is  embraced  within  the  principle  of  the  invention  claimed 
in  the  patent. 

8d.  That  the  defendants  have  made  and  sold  regulators  em- 
bracing that  principle. 

4th.  That  they  must  account  for  all  regulators  made  and 
sold  by  them,  which  embrace  that  principle. 

This  decree  charges  the  defendant  with  the  infringement  of 
the  first  claim  of  the  patent,  and  is  in  conformity  with  the  doc- 
trines  advanced  in  the  charge  of  the  court,  on  the  issue  tried 
before  them,  where  the  court  thus  define  the  claim  of  the  patent: 

''Now,  in  this  case,  as  I  understand  the  claim  of  the  patentee, 
he  claims  the  application  of  the  principle  of  expansion  and  con- 
traction in  a  metallic  rod  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  heat 
of  a  stove.  That  is  the  new  conception  which  he  claims  to 
have  struck  out,  and,  although  the  mere  abstract  conception 
would  not  have  constituted  the  subject-matter  of  a  patent^  yet, 
when  it  is  reduced  to  practice  by  any  means,  old  or  new,  result- 
ing usefully,  it  is  the  subject  of  a  patent,  independently  of  the 
machinery  by  which  the  application  is  made." 

Again,  speaking  of  the  first  claim,  he  savs: 

''That  claim  is  not  for  any  mode  or  method  of  applying  the 
expansion  and  contraction  of  the  metallic  rod  to  regulate  the 
heat  of  the  stove,  but  it  is  for  the  conception  of  the  idea  itself." 

The  interlocutory  decree  says,  therefore,  in  effect,  that  the 
brass  rod  regulators,  which  the  defendants  admit  in  their  an- 
swers that  they  made  and  sold,  are  infringements  of  the  plain- 
tiff's patent,  because  they  embrace  the  principle  of  the  applica- 
tion of  the  expansive  and  contracting  power  of  an  inflexible 
metallic  rod  to  the  damper  of  a  stove.  And  the  master  is  di- 
rected to  take  an  account  of  all  regulators  that  fall  within  the 
principle  specified,  no  matter  what  their  mechanical  structure 
13  or  how  they  may  differ  from  the  regulators  of  which  the 
plaintiff  ^ves  a  description  in  his  specification,  and  no  matter 
whether  tney  embrace  or  not  anything  that  the  plaintiff  claime 
m  either  his  second,  his  third,  or  his  fourth  claim.  The  plain- 
tiff and  the  court  below  say,  in  effect,  that  they  do  not  care  for 
anv  proof  as  to  whether  any  claim  of  the  patent  but  the  first  it 
icfringed ;  and  that,  as  the  defendants  have  been  guilty  of  ap- 
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plying  the  expansive  and  contracting  power  of  an  inflexible 
metallic  rod  to  open  and  cloae  the  damper  of  a  etove  in  which 
changes  in  the  heat  of  the  stove  produce  the  expansion  and 
contraction,  they  must  respond  for  all  instances  of  such  appli- 
cation. 

The  defendants  are  found  guilty  of  infringing  the  first  claim 
of  the  patent  alone.  No  testimony  was  produced  in  the  case 
to  show  that  the  Race  patent  infringed  the  third  claim,  and  this 
fiict  was  emphatically  denied  in  the  answer.  Nor  was  the  ver« 
diet  and  judgment  at  law  put  in  evidence.  And  if  it  had  been, 
it  is  no  estoppel  in  equity  to  the  defendants'  putting  the  truth 
of  that  charge  of  the  oill  in  issue  in  his  answer.  Tnat  verdict 
and  judgment  is  put  into  the  bill,  as  laying  a  proper  ^und. 
for  the  granting  of  the  preliminary  injunction.  Nor  is  it  true, 
as  now  asserted,  that  this  court  has  decided  the  question  in  the 
case  of  Silsby  v.  Foote,  14  Howard,  225. 

On  that  trial  the  court  below  had  instructed  the  jury,  "that 
the  defendants  had  not  infringed  the  plaintiff's  patent  unless 
they  had  used  all  the  parts  embraced  m  the  plaintiff's  combi- 
nation," and  submitted  the  question  to  the  jury  whether  there 
had  been  such  infringement. 

This  instruction  was  adjudged  by  this  court  to  be  correct. 
The  question  whether  the  veraict  was  correct  was  not  before 
this  court,  and  could  not  have  been  decided. 

The  third  claim  which  it  is  ruow  alleged  to  be  infringed  is  as 
follows: 

"I  also  claim  the  combination  abcv^  described^  by  which  the 
regulation  of  the  heat  of  a  stove  or  oth^r  structure,  in  which  it 
may  be  used,  is  effected." 

The  law  requires  that  a  patent  should  ^'particularly  specify 
and  point  out  the  part,  improvement,  or  combination,  which 
the  patentee  claims  as  his  own  invention." 

This  claim  does  not  specify  the  combination  claimed,  other- 
wise than  by  reference  to  the  body  of  the  specification  where 
two  distinct  and  complex  combinations  of  numerous  parts  and 
devices  are  set  forth. 

After  a  full  and  fair  trial,  the  iury  have  found,  on  an  issue 
directed  for  that  purpose,  that  the  complainant  was  not  the 
first  and  original  inventor  of  the  combinations  set  forth  in  this 
claim.  But  assuming  that  the  court  may  disregard  this  ver- 
dict, and,  without  setting  it  aside  or  ordering  a  new  trial  of 
the  issue,  treat  it  as  a  nullity ;  and  assuming,  that  without  any 
testimony  whatever  being  offered  in  the  case,  the  court  may, 
on  view  of  the  models,  declare  that  the  defendants*  patent  in- 
^nges  that  of  complainant ;  and  assuming  the  doctrine  affirmed 
by  tins  court  in  Silsby  v.  Foote,  and  McOormick  t^  Manny, 
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to  be  oorreot^  "that  defendant  bas  not  infringed  plaintiff'^ 
patent  unless  he  has  used  all  the  parts  embracea  in  plaintiff's 
combination,"  I  think  it  is  olear  to  ocular  demonstration  that 
the  defendants  have  not  infringed  either  of  the  combinations 
claimed,  unless  we  assert  that  all  other  combinations. Avnich 
produce  the  same  result  are  equivalents  for  the  first — a  sophism 
which  has  just  been  rejected  b^^  this  court  in  the  case  of  Mc* 
Oormick  v.  Manny.  A  vindication  or  demonstration  of  the  cor* 
rectness  of  this  conclusion  could  not  be  made  intelligible  unless 
by  a  long  recital  from  the  specification,  and  an  exhibition  of 
models  or  diagrams.  The  decree  of  the  court  below  very  prop* 
erly  does  not  assert  or  adjudge  that  defendants  have  usea  the 
complex  combination  of  complainant's  specification  in  any^  of 
its  numerous  parts  save  one — ^the  expanding  rod.  On  this  point, 
therefore,  my  objection  to  the  affirmance  of  any  portion  of  this 
decree  is,  because  it  is  founded  on  a  claim  admitted  to  be  void 
in  law,  and  is  sustained  by  presuming,  contrary  to  the  record, 
that  it  was  founded  on  a  claim  found  by  verdict  in  the  case  to 
be  void  in  fact,  and  without  any  proof  of  infringement  save 
ocular  demonstration  of  the  contrarv. 

in.  But,  assuming  the  verdict  of  1848  between  the  present 
complainant  and  some  of  the  defendants  to  be  conclusive  as 
an  estoppel  on  all  of  them,  notwithstanding  the  denial  of  the 
answer  and  the  evidence  of  our  senses,  yet  that  verdict  was 
between  the  complainant*s  patent  and  the  Race  patent,  which 
iu  called  the  "brass-rod  regulator,"  then  used  by  the  defend- 
ants. It  had  no  reference  whatever  to  the  "expander  patent," 
aflterwards  used  by  defendants.  There  is  no  charge  in  the 
bill  that  the  combination  of  this  last  patent  infringes  the  com- 
plainant's patent.  There  was  no  evidence  offered  to  prove 
such  to  be  the  fact.  The  master's  report  declares  it  not  to  be 
an  infringement  of  the  combination  of  the  third  claim — ^it  is 
patent  to  the  eyes  of  any  one  who  will  examine  the  models, 
that  it  does  not;  yet,  because  it  used  the  expansive  power  of 
metals,  the  defendants  are  mulcted  in  the  sum  of  $7,083  dam* 
a^es,  not  for  invading  the  complainant's  ri^ts,  but  for  evading 
bis  patent  by  a  patented  invention  for  a  different  combination. 
I  forbear  to  make  any  further  remarks  on  this  enormity,  be* 
cause  it  is  affirmed  bv  the  division  of  the  courts  and  their  opin* 
ion  has,  happily,  not  been  compelled  to  defend  it  b^  argument. 
As  it  is  without  precedent,  so  neither  can  it  be  cited  as  sooh 
hereafter. 

lY.  Lastly,  after  a  very  long  and  laborious  investigation, 
the  master  has  found  that  the  profit  of  making  and  veniing 
the  machine  charged  as  an  infringement,  is  ten  cents  on  each 
regulator.    This  finding  of  the  report  was  excepted  to  hy  the 
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complainant.  The  court  overruled  the  exception  and  confirmed 
the  report  on  this  point;  and,  nevertheless,  assess  the  damaM 
at  ienrfold  the  amount.  By  what  process  of  reasoning  or  arim^ 
metic,  on  what  facts  or  what  principle  of  law,  this  astonish- 
ing and  ruinous  decree  is  founded,  it  does  not  undertake  to 
explain.  I  can  conceive  of  no  other  ground  than  that  the 
court  have  calculated  the  whole  profit  of  the  stove,  as  was 
done  in  the  case  of  Seymour  v.  McCormick,  and  overruled  by 
this  court 

Believing,  therefore,  that  the  decree  of  this  court,  so  far  as 
it  affirms  any  portion  of  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  is  not 
only  unsustained  by  evidence,  but  contrary  to  the  law  as  here- 
tofore established  by  this  court,  I  cannot  give  my  assent  to  it. 


Thb  Pboplb's  Fxbbt  Company  of  Boston,  Claimants  ov  tke 
Stbamboat  Jbvvxbson,  Appbllants,  v.  Josbph  Bbbbb  and 
David  Wabnbb,  Assignbbs  of  B.  C.  Tbbbt. 

Tk»  ftdminl^  jnriidietloii  of  the  courts  of  the  United  Stfttea  doei  not  «ztend  t* 

oases  where  a  lien  is  claimed  hj  the  bnilders  of  a  yessel  for  work  done  and  ma* 

terials  found  in  its  constrnction. 
Whether  the  District  Courts  can  enforce  a  lien  in  such  cases,  where  the  law  of  the 

State  where  the  vessel  was  built  gave  a  lien  for  its  conttnictioB,  is  a  qnestion 

which  the  court  does  not  now  decide. 

[Mjl  Chiif  Justioi  Timit,  HATnre  bbin  didisposbd,  did  vot  sit  nr  thib  oaou.]  « 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  (Jnited 
States  for  the  soutnern  district  of  New  York. 
The  &KstB  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt 

It  was  argued  by  JIfr.  QCkmnjor  for  the  appellants^  and  Mr 
Benedid  for  the  appellees. 

Mr.  O^Qmnor  made  the  following  points: 

Ih'st  Point. — A  contract  to  bnild  and  complete  a  ship  or  ve^ 
ael  is  not  within  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  or  the  United  States 
courts,  though  it  be  intended  to  employ  her  in  navigating  tfa« 
ocean,  and  even  though  the  employer  be  a  citizen  or  inhabit* 
ant  of  some  other  State  or  country  than  that  in  which  tha 
work  is  to  be  done;  much  less  is  a  contract  merely  to  constmot 
the  hull  of  an  intended  vessel  within  that  jurisdiction. 

L  The  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  conferred 
on  the  courts  of  the  Union  the  admiralty  and  maritime  jorfa^ 
diction,  as  it  existed  at  our  separation  from  the  parent  Btatet 
under  a  just  view  of  Bnglish  j  urispmdence. 
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.  1.  The  attempt  to  tie  down  the  jurisdiction,  as  a  moral  and 
legal  entity,  to  a  definition  based  upon  the  instances  in  which 
the  English  court  has  been  able  to  exercise  its  powers  in  de- 
spite of  judicial  rivalrjr  and  hostility,  may  not  have  succeeded. 
But  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  above  proposition 
(I)  in  any  of  the  decisions  of  this  court  which  carry  tne  ecer* 
cise  of  admiralty  cognizance  beyond  the  limit  marked  by  prac- 
tice in  England  prior  to  and  at  the  Revolution,  nor  even  in 
any  of  the  opinions  favoring  such  extension.  (Genesee  Chief 
V.  Fitzhugh,  12  How.,  465;  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation 
Company  v.  Merchants*  Bank,  6  How.,  392;  18  How.,  189.) 

2.  No  one  at  this  day  will  propose  to  extend  the  admiralty 
jurisdiction  to  all  cases  which  would  fall  within  it  according 
to  the  practice  of  continental  Europe.  And  unless  it  is  definea 
by  a  reference  to  the  true  principles  of  that  law  on  which 
our  whole  judicial  polity  is  based,  we  shall  be  left  without 
guide  or  precedent.    (1  Kent's  Com.,  869,  notes,  8th  ed.) 

n.  The  laws  of  continental  Europe  in  respect  to  claims  for  re- 
pairs and  supplies  to  ships  orvessels,  and  in  respect  to  the  question 
of  admiraltj^  jurisdiction,  do  not  discriminate  between  foreign 
and  domestic  vessels.  The  law  of  England  always  has  so  dis- 
criminated, and  this  court  has  in  like  manner  discriminated.  In 
English  and  American  law,  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  is  confined 
to  repairs,  &;c.,  furnished  in  a  place  otner  than  the  home  port 
of  the  vessel.  (The  Nestor,  1  Sumner,  79 ;  Justin  v.  Ballam, 
2  Ld.  Raym.,  806,  first  resolution;  8  Hagg.,  144;  8  KnappP» 
C.  R,  194;  Act  of  3d  and  4th  Yic,  ch.  66,  sec.  6;  The  Alex- 
ander, 1  W.  Robinson,  288;  ib.,  360;  Ward  v.  Peck,  18  How., 
267;  Benedict's  Adm.,  sec.  108;  Zane  v.  The  Brig  President,. 
4  Wash.  C.  C.  R,  466;  The  General  Smith,  4  Wheaton,  438; 
12th  Admiralty  Rule  of  this  court;  1  Curtis's  Com.,  sections 
61,  620 

1.  The  Roman  civil  law  and  the  law  of  several  modem  nih 
tions,  estimating  less  highly  than  the  English  common  law  the 
free  and  unrestricted  circulation  of  property,  gave  a  lien  on 
solid  grounds  of  natural  equity  to  the  producer,  preserver, 
and  improver  of  a  thine,  and  to  him  who  lent  money  for 
any  of  these  purposes.  This  policy  extended  alike  to  ev&sj 
description  of  property.  (Cushing's  Domat,  sees.  1741, 1746, 
1766;  The  Nestor,  1  Sumner,  79;  Bee's  Ad.  Rep.,  78;  Code 
Civil  of  Napoleon,  sec.  2103,  subs.  4,  6;  French  Com.  Code, 
Book  2,  art.  191,  sec.  8;  Civil  Code  of  Louisiana,  art.  3194, 
8204  to  3216;  Vanleuwen's  Roman  Dutch  Law,  Book,  4,  ch. 
18,  sec.  8.) 

2.  The  English  common  law,  on  the  contrary,  fiEtvpring  the 
iree  negotiation  of  property,  gave  no  lien  in  any  of  theoo  cases^ 
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nnless  the  claimant  retain  possession  of  the  thing.    And  even 
those  nations  of  Europe  which  adopted  the  civil  law  as  the 

Kneral  basis  of  their  jorispnidence,  and  vet  held  intimate  re- 
ions  with  England,  assimilated  their  laws  to  the  English 
policy.  (Lickbarrow  v.  Mason,  1  Smith's  Leading  Oases,  480; 
rhila.  Law  Reg.,  1866,  vol.  4,  p.  677;  Bell's  Com.,  sees.  1886, 
1887,  1897.) 

8.  There  was  no  reason  in  any  other  nation  than  England 
for  a  dispute  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  where  the 
ri^ht  existed;  but  in  England  that  jurisdiction,  if  not  ke^t 
within  defined  limits,  encroached  upon  trial  by  jury.  In  this 
country,  there  is  an  additional  objection.  Every  assumption 
of  admiralty  cognizance  is  an  encroachment  upon  the  junsdic> 
tion  and  independence  of  the  States. 

in.  Althougjh  the  law  and  policy  of  continental  Europe, 
overlooking  as  immaterial  the  distinction  between  foreign  and 
domestic  owners,  gave  a  lien  for  building  or  constructing  a 
vessel,  as  well  as  for  repairs,  and  overlooked,  as  e(^ually  imma- 
terial, in  which  court  the  claim  was  prosecuted,  it  is  clear  that, 
according  to  the  principles  and  policy  both  of  English  and 
American  law,  the  builder  has  not  any  lien  by  the  general  law, 
and  cannot  prosecute  in  the  admiralty  for  his  compensation. 
(The  General  Smith,  4  Wheat.,  488 ;  Robinson  v.  Hosier,  4  B. 
and  Aid.,  844;  Wood  v.  Russell,  6  B..and  Aid.,  942;  2  Story's 
R.,  4620 

IV.  Building  or  constructing  a  ship  for  a  citizen  or  a  for- 
eigner is  a  purely  local  matter,  merely  tending  toward  and  not 
in  any  way  directly  connected  with  maritime  commerce.  It 
is  not  within  tiie  reasons  on  which  admiralty  jurisdiction  is 
founded.  fSt.  Jago  de  Cuba,  9  Wheat.,  409;  Shrewsbury  v. 
Two  Prienas,  Bee,  486;  Hurry  v.  John  and  Alice,  1  Wash.  0. 
C.  R.,  296;  2  Woodb.  and  Min.,  110.) 

Second  Point. — The  builders  had  no  lien  by  any  rule  of  man* 
time  law,  nor  by  the  common  law,  nor  by  any  local  law,  nor 
by  any  contract. 

L  The  lien  recognised  in  some  of  the  maritime  codes  of  con- 
tinental Europe  is  not  admissible  in  this  country. 

IL  They  relinq^uished  their  builder's  lien  under  the  common 
law  by  parting  with  the  possession. 

nL  There  is  no  statute  or  other  local  law  in  New  Jersey 
^ving  a  lien  to  shipwrights. 

IV.  The  laws  of  New  York  giving  a  lien  to  shipwrights  ap- 
ply onhr  to  the  case  of  debts  contracted  within  the  State  of 
New  York,  and  for  work  done  or  materials  furnished  in  the 
State  of  New  York.    (2  R.  S.,  498,  sec.  1.) 

v.  The  contract  created  no  lien.    The  special  provirioB 
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im  that  salyect  oo&tamed  tfaeran  was  dangned  fat  odm 
objects. 

1.  Althoagh  a  vessel  is  to  be  paid  for  by  instalments  as  the 
work  progresses,  it  de[>ends  on  the  terms  of  the  eontract 
whether  an^  title  is  aoquired  by  the  employer  before  final  de- 
livery. This  is  especially  so  as  to  materials  provided  bat  not 
applied  to  the  vessel.  It  was  designed  to  settle  this  question 
in  &vor  of  the  employer  as  security  for  his  advancee.  (An- 
drews V.  Durant,  1  £eman,  45;  Spanish  Co.  v.  Bell,  84  Eng. 
L.  and  Eq.,  188;  Wood  v.  Bell,  36  Eng.  L.  and  Eq.,  148.) 

2.  The  second  branch  of  this  clause  was  designed  to  save 
tbe  common-law  lien  of  the  mechanic  from  the  possible  impli- 
cation of  a  relinquishment  in  consequence  of  the  transfer  of 
the  ownership  to  the  Employer.  The  common-law  lien  re- 
mained until  the  mechanic  parted  with  the  possession. 

Third  FovU. — ^If  any  lien  existed  at  common  law,  by  local 
statute  or  by  express  contract,  it  was  not  enforceable  in  the 
admiralty. 

L  If  were  was  a  lien  by  force  of  the  contract,  it  was  not  a 
maritime  lien.  (Leland  v.  Medora,  2  Wood,  and  Min.,  pp. 
107  to  118;  Hurry  r.  John  and  Alice,  1  Wash.  C.  C,  296;  2 
Brown's  Civ.  and  Adm.  Law,  p.  116,  95;  Bogart  v.  The  John 
Jay;  17  How.,  400;  Schuchardt  v.  Angelique,  l9  How.,  241.) 

n.  Where  State  law,»either  positive  or  customary,  gives  a 
lien,  there  is  no  ground  for  enforcing  such  lien  by  admiralty 
process. 

1.*  When  the  lien  is  given  by  the  State  law,  that  same  law 

K'ovides  adequate  means  for  enforcing  it  (1  Peters  Adm. 
ec.,  228;  Barque  Chusan,  2  Story,  462.) 

2.  Enforcing  the  lien  of  the  State  law  by  admiralty  process 
would  lead  to  inconvenient  conflicts  of  power.  (The  K.  Ful- 
ton, 1  Paine's  C.  C.  R.,  628.) 

8.  Furnishing  repairs,  &c.,  to  fordm  vessels  is  the  only  case 
in  which  the  nuuitime  law  gives  a  lien.  If  it  was  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  maritime  commerce,  the  lien  would  be 
given  in  other  cases.  That  a  lien  for  repairs,  &c.,  in  other 
cases,  is  not  needed,  proves  that  such  liens,  when  given  by  atiier 
Igws^  are  not  in  their  nature  maritime.  And  there  is  a  great 
incongruity  in  enforcing  by  admiralty  process  a  title  unknown 
to  the  admiralty  law. 

4.  Although  it  has  been  often  decided  in  the  circuits  that  a 
lien  for  repairs,  &c.,  not  known  to  the  general  maritime  law, 
and  merely  arising  from  State  legislation,  might  be  enforced 
in  the  admiralty,  that  point  has  never  been  conclusively  deter> 
mined  iu  this  court  (reyroux  v.  Howard,  7  Pet,  Ml ;  !Ban|M 
Obkuaan,  2  Stoiy's  R.,  463.) 
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Mr.  Benedicts  points  were  the  following: 

FiraU  Liens  upon  vessels  for  maritime  services  to  the  vessel 
are  beneficial  to  the  general  interests  of  commerce,  are  founded 
in  natural  equity,  ana  are  favored  in  law,  especially  in  the  admi- 
ralty. (The  Calisto,  Davies  Rep.,  88;  The  Atlantic,  Crabbe 
£ep.,  442 ;  Emerigon,  Mar.  Loans,  ch.  12,  sec.  3.) 

Second.  The  buuding  of  a  vessel  and  the  repairing  of  a  vessel 
are  in  principle  the  same  thing.  Kepairin£;  is  reconstruction 
pro  tanto^  They  are  both  of  them  making  fit  for  maritime  ser- 
vice as  a  vessel,  what  was  before  unfit  for  that  service.  Both 
furnish  to  the  owner  a  serviceable  vessel  for  the  purpose  of 
commerce.  Both  are  labor  and  materials  made  part  of  or  in- 
corporated in  the  vessel  of  another.  Both  are  necessaries,  in 
the  legal  sense  of  that  word.  They  are  reasonable  and  proper 
services  for  the  owner  to  the  vessel,  to  make  her  more  available^ 
to  him  as  an  instrument  of  maritime  commerce,  always  subject 
to  the  perils  and  laws  of  the  sea.  In  the  sense  of  absolute- 
necessaries,  they  are  neither  of  them  necessaries.  They  are 
necessaries  just  as  the  various  articles  of  comfort  and  luxury 
which  make  up  the  stores  of  a  ship  or  a  family  are  necessarieti, 
although  mere  bread  and  water  are  all  that  are  necessary  to 
sustain  life. 

They  are  united  and  classed  in  the  books  of  maritime  law  sa 
like  maritime  causes  of  action  or  services  of  the  same  nature, 
and  declared  to  be  a  lien  upon  the  vessel  hj  the  maritime  Ib,Wj 
from  its  earliest  period,  '^  Building,  amendmg,  saving,  victual- 
ling." (Benedict  Ad.,  sees.  96,  270,  271,  272;  Flanders  Mar. 
Law,  sees.  242,  249;  Dig.  Lib.,  42,  lit  6,  sec.  11;  1  Boulay 
Patv,  121;  Consulato,  Ch.  82;  Ord.  de  la  Marine  Art,  17; 
Cleirae,  851, 852 ;  Bavies  Bep.,  29 ;  The  Nestor,  1  Sumner  Bep.». 
790 

The  State  laws  give  liens — ^NewTork  for  "building,  repair- 
mgj  fitting,  fumishine;  and  equipping,"  (2  Eev.  Stat  N.  T., 
491,  sec  1,  subd.  1 ;)  Kew  Jersey,  same  as  Kew  York,  (Laws^ 
of  New  Jersey,  1857,  882;)  Pennsylvania,  "building  and  fitting, 
ships,"  (New  Brig,  Gilpin,  540;^  Maine,  "building  or  repair- 
mg,"  (The  Calisto,  Davies,  29 ;)  Louisiana,  "construction  of 
repair,^'  (7  Pet  Bep.,  841,  Peyroux  v.  Howard.^ 

^  All  matters  that  concern  owners  and  proprietors  of  ships, 
as  such,  and  shipwrights,  are  within  the  admiralty  jurisdiction." 
(Oodolphin,  48;  Benedict  Adm.,  sec.  264.) 

The  civil  law,  the  general  admitalty  law,  the  British  admi- 
ralty law,  the  lien  laws  of  the  States,  the  decided  cases  in  our 
omn  eowts,  all  ooiie«r.    For  obvious  reasons,  cases  to  enforce 
the  builder's  lien  are  much  more  rare  than  those  for  repairs. 
'  KothingieeomnohfiEiiroredae  the  price  for  building  a  ship^ 
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commerce  and  the  State  are  interested  in  it.  It  ia  just  that  the 
builders  should  enjoy  the  lien  which  the  law  gives  them.  (Emer- 
igon  Mar.  Loans,  ch.  12,  sec.  3.) 

Third.  Any  lien  upon  a  vessel  for  a  maritime  service  to  the 
vessel  may  be  enforced  in  the  admiralty.  (The  Marion,  1  Story 
Rep.,  73;  Bened.  Adm.,  sec.  270;  Flanders  Maritime  Law, 
sec.  242.) 

Fourth.  The  lien  in  this  case  is  established  as  follows: 

i.  The  vessel  while  building  in  New  Jersey  was  a  foreign 
vessel,  and  so  there  was  a  lien  by  the  maritime  law. 

2.  She  was  in  the  builders'  hands,  and  so  by  the  common 
law,  which  is  the  law  of  New  Jersey,  they  had  the  common-law 
or  possessory  Uen. 

The  builders  never  entirely  gave  up  the  possession ;  although 
they  allowed  the  owner  to  take  her  to  put  in  the  machinery, 
they  did  not  deliver  her  absolutely,  but  continued  on  board  to 
finish  her. 

8.  There  was  the  express  Uen  given  by  the  contract^  ^^  subject  to 
a  lierij'*  &c.,  which  was  for  the  maritime  cause  of  materials  and 
labor  for  building. 

4.  For  the  wo^  and  labor  done  in  New  York  there  was  also 
a  lien  by  the  State  law. 

5.  As  the  builders  had  the  possession  in  this  State  as  builders, 
they  had  also  the  common-law  or  possessory  lien  in  New  York 

None  of  these  liens  ever  existed  by  the  mere  possession  or 
by  the  contract  alone,  but  by  the  beneficial  service  to  the  boat, 
and  for  all  these  liens  the  remedy  is  complete  in  admiralty, 
because  the  lien  has  a  maritime  consideration  or  cause — ^the 
beneficial  service  in  fitting  the  boat  for  the  maritime  service  of 
the  owner.  No  matter  how  the  lien  is  acquired — if  it  be  of  a 
maritime  character — ^the  admiralty  has  the  jurisdiction  to  en* 
force  it     (The  Marion,  1  Story  Rep.,  68.) 

Fifth.  This  result  of  the  ancient  and  modern  authorities  has 
by  repeated  examination  become  more  and  more  clearly  and 
firmly  settled  every  year,  for  more  than  half  a  century.  (Bene- 
dict Adm.,  sees.  257,  258,  259,  260.) 

The  defence  in  this  case  presents  another  of  those  instances 
in  which  an  effort  is  made  to  deprive  the  admiralty  of  a  large 

Eart  of  its  jurisdiction,  on  the  narrow  English  doctrines  of  two 
undred  years  ago. 

It  cannot  be  necessarv  to  reargue  that  general  doctrine,  after 
the  investigations  and  decisions  of  tiie  Supreme  Court  within 
the  last  ten  or  fifteen  years. 

Sxth.  Thepossession  of  the  vessel  was  never  surrendered  bj 
Crawford  k  Terry. 
1    The  bringing  her  to  New  York  to  Small's  works,  aod 
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allowing  Small's  men  to  take  temporary  and  divided  charge  of 
her,  to  put  in  the  engines  preparatory  to  finishing  her,  was  not 
a  delivery.  They  were  "to  construct  and  huild"  complete  in 
all  her  ship-carpenter  work,  and  "deliver  complete,"  whicl^ 
could  not  be  done  till  after  the  engines  were  in.  The  takin|[ 
charge  and  watching  by  the  engine  men  was  for  a  purpose  ot 
construction,  and  was  subordinate  and  necessary  to  the  legal 
possession  of  the  builders  for  the  purpose  of  ultimate  comple- 
tion. 

2,  The  attaching  her  by  one  of  the  creditors  of  Crawford  k 
Terry  as  their  property,  could  have  no  effect  upon  the  proper^ 
or  possession  of  the  boat.  She  was  the  property  of  Hmall,  in 
the  possession  of  the  libellants. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  was  a  libel  filed  by  Beers  &  Warner  as  assignees  of 
Orawford  &  Terry,  the  builders,  against  a  new  steam  ferry-boat, 
called  the  Jefferson,  for  a  balance  due  the  builders  on  account 
of  work  done  and  materials  employed  in  constructing  the  hull 
of  the  vessel.  It  is  alleged  that  Crawford  k  Terry  contracted 
to  build  for  Wilson  Small,  of  New  York,  three  ferry-boats,  at 
Keyport,  New  Jersey,  for  $12,000  each;  that  the^  built  one 
of  them,  to  wit,  the  Jefferson ;  that  they  have  a  hen  tor  the 
unpaid  balance  of  the  price,  and  that  the  vessel  is  now  in  the 
fiouthern  district  of  New  York. 

Process  having  been  issued,  the  People's  Ferry  Company, 
of  Boston,  intervened  as  owners,  and  filed  their  claim  and 
answer,  denying  the  facts  alleged. 

On  the  trial,  the  defendants  proved  and  put  in  evidence  a 
written  agreement  for  building  the  hulls  of  three  vessels,  be- 
tween Wilson  Small,  who  was  building  under  a  contract  for 
the  Ferry  Company,  and  Crawford,  by  which  the  latter  was  to 
construct,  build,  and  deliver  at  New  York  city,  the  hulls  of 
the  three  vessels.  The  contract  provides  that  the  boats  and 
materials,  as  soon  as  the  same  may  be  fitted  for  use,  shall  be 
the  property  of  Small,  subject  only  to  the  lien  of  Crawford 
for  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  may  be  due  under  the  con- 
tract. 

When  the  Jefferson  was  nearly  finished,  she  was  taken  to 
Now  York  and  delivered  to  Small,  to  receive  her  engine;  and 
afterwards,  Crawford  k  Terry  assigned  their  claim  to  the  libel- 
lants, Beers  k  Warner.  The  balance  due  to  the  builders  was 
Over  seven  thousand  dollars,  and  for  this  sum  the  libellanti 
obtained  a  decree  of  condemnation. 

The  only  matter  in  controversy  is,  whether  the  Distriet 
Odarte  of  the  United  States  have  jurisdictioQ  to  proceed  in 
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admiralty  to  enforce  liens  for  labor  and  materials  famished  in 
constructing  vessels  to  be  employed  in  the  navigation  of  waters 
to  which  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  extends. 

The  lien  reserved  by  the  contract  is  not  set  up  in  the  libel, 
nor  can  it  avail,  as  it  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  a  mort- 
fface  on  tlie  vessel  for  a  debt.  (Bogert  t?.  John  Jay,  17  How., 
400.)  Nor  could  a  maritime  lien  K>r  work  and  materials  be 
claimed  by  the  local  law,  as  no  statute  creating  any  lien  ex- 
isted in  New  Jersej'  when  the  vessel  was  built.  We  have  then 
the  simple  case,  whether  these  ship  carpenters  had  a  lien  for 
work  and  materials,  that  can  be  enforced  in  rem  in  the  admi- 
ml^? 

The  District  Court  held:  "That  it  is  very  clear  that  the  ad- 
miralty law  creates  a  lien  in  favor  of  a  party  who  does  work 
or  furnishes  supplies  to  a  foreign  ship,  and  uat  a  ship  owned 
in  another  State  is  foreign. 

"That  in  determining  the  questiion  whether  such  lien  is 
created  also  in  favor  of  the  builder  of  a  ship,  as  well  as  of  him 
who  furnishes  work  and  supplies  to  her  after  she  is  built,  the 
court  is  not  controlled  by  the  restricted  jurisdiction  of  the  ad- 
miralty courts  of  England,  as  exercised  by  them  under  the 
supervising  power  of  the  common-law  courts.  The  rules  and 
pnnciples  of  the  admiralty  law,  as  administered  by  the  admi- 
ralty courts  of  this  country,  are  more  enlarged — more  in  con- 
formity to  the  principles  of  the  civil  law,  as  administered  by 
the  maritime  nations  of  continental  Europe. 

"That,  according  to  that  law,  the  interests  of  shipping  and 
ships,  not  only  in  tneir  creation,  but  in  their  preservation,  are 
of  paramount  importance;  that  the  importance  of  this  consid- 
eration is  the  reason  why  the  material  man  who  furnishes  sup* 
plies  for  the  preservation  of  the  ship  is  entitled  to  a  lien ;  and 
there  is  the  like  reason  for  giving  a  lien  to  him  who  has  fur- 
nished necessaries  to  bring  the  ship  into  being. 

"That  the  English  law  gives  only  the  common-law  posses- 
sory lien  to  a  material  man  or  to  a  builder;  but  the  maritime 
law  of  continental  Europe  ^ves  a  maritime  lien  to  those  who 
build,  suj 
shir 


eipi< 

before  it  was  overthrown  by  tfie  courts'  of  common  law. 

"  That  the  right  of  a  material  man  who  has  furnished  neoessa- 
nee  for  the  preservation  of  a  foreign  ship,  has  been  repeatedly 
aekuowledged  by  the  admiralty  courts  of  this  country;  and  as 
the  like  reason  exists  why  a  carpenter  should  have  a  UeD  on 
liat  whieh  by  his  work  and  materials  he  creates^  as  on  that 
hidi  lie  pregervesy  after  he  has  created  it;  and  aa  by  the  giM^ 
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end  inaritime  law  a  lien  exists  in  the  one  case,  as  in  the  other, 
the  conrt  mast  hold  that  Crawford  k  Terry  had  a  lien  upon 
the  hoat  for  the  work  done  and  materials  furnished  in  build- 
ing her." 

Foreseeing  that  the  cause  would  be  brought  up  by  appeal 
to  this  court,  the  circuit  judge  merely  acquiescea  in  the  de- 
cision of  the  District  Court,  and  affirmed  its  decree. 

The  question  presented  involves  a  contest  between  the  State 
and  Federal  Governments.  The  latter  has  no  power  or  juris- 
diction beyond  what  the  Constitution  confers;  and  among 
tiiese,  it  is  declared  that  the  judicial  power  shall  extend  *'to 
all  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction; "  and  by  the 

{'udiciary  act  of  1789,  this  jurisdiction  is  conferred  on  the 
>istrict  Courts  of  the  United  States.  The  extent  of  power 
withdrawn  from  the  States,  and  vested  in  the  General  Govern- 
ment, depends  on  a  proper  construction  of  the  constitutional 
provision  above  cited.  Its  terms  are  indefinite,  and  its  true 
umits  can  only  be  ascertained  by  reference  to  what  cases  were 
cognizable  in  the  maritime  courts  when  the  Constitution  was 
formed — ^fbr  what  was  meant  by  it  then,  it  must  mean  now; 
what  was  reserved  to  the  States,  to  be  regulated  bv  their  own 
institutions,  cannot  be  rightfully  infringed  by  the  General 
Gk>vernment,  either  throu^  its  legislative  or  judiciary  depart- 
ment. The  contest  here  is  not  so  much  between  rival  tribu- 
nals, as  between  distinct  sovereignties,  claiming  to  exercise 
power  over  contracts,  property,  and  personal  franchises. 

How  largely  these  may  be  involved  in  the  contest  is  most 
apparent  wnen  we  take  into  consideration  that  the  admiralty 
courts  now  exercise  jurisdiction  over  rivers  and  inland  waters, 
wherever  navigation  is  or  may  be  carried  on,  and  extends  to 
almost  every  description  of  vessel  which  may  be  employed  in 
transporting  our  products  to  market.  Over  all  these  the  admi- 
ralty jurisdiction  is  now  exercised  in  proper  cases ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  the  contract  before  us  is  a  proper  case,  and 
within  the  ^rant  of  Federal  jurisdiction.  The  contract  is  sim- 
ply for  building  the  hull  of  a  ship,  and  delivering  it  on  the 
water.  The  vessel  was  constructed  and  delivered  according  to 
the  contract,  and  was  in  the  possession  of  the  party  for  whom 
it  was  built  when  the  libel  was  filed. 

The  admiralty  jurisdiction,  in  cases  of  contract,  depends 
primarily  upon  the  nature  of  the  contract,  and  is  limited  to 
contracts,  claims,  and  services,  purely  maritime,  and  touching 
rights  and  duties  appertaining  to  commerce  and  navigation. 
(1  Conckling  M.  L.,  19.) 

In  considering  the  fore^mg  description,  it  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  liens  on  vessels  encumber  commerce,  and  are  dis- 
VOL.  XX,  26 
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coaraged ;  so  that  where  the  owner  is  present,  no  lien  is  acquired 
by  the  material  man ;  nor  is  any,  where  the  vessel  is  supplied 
or  repaired  in  the  home  port.  The  lien  attaches  to  forei^ 
ships  and  vessels  only  in  favor  of  the  carpenter  who  repairs  m 
a  case  of  necessity  and  in  the  absence  of  the  owner.  It  would 
be  a  strange  doctrine  to  hold  the  ship  bound  in  a  case  where 
the  owner  made  the  contract  in  writing,  charging  himself  to 
p&y  by  instalments  for  building  the  vessel  at  a  time  when  she 
was  neither  registered  nor  licensed  as  a  sea-going  ship.  So 
far  from  the  contract  being  purely  maritime,  and  touching 
rights  and  duties  appertaining  to  navigation,  (on  the  ocean  or 
el8ewhere,)it  was  a  contract  made  on  land,  to  be  performed 
on  land.  The  wages  of  the  shipwrights  had  no  reference  to  a 
voyage  to  be  performed ;  they  had  no  interest  or  concern  what- 
ever in  the  vessel  after  she  was  delivered  to  the  party  for  whom 
she  was  built;  they  were  bound  to  rely  on  their  contract.  It 
was  thus  held  by  the  first  Judge  Hopkinson,  in  1781,  who  then 
declared,  as  respects  ship  builders,  that  "  the  practice  of  former 
cimes  doth  not  justify  the  admiralty's  taking  cognizance  of 
their  suits."  (Chilton  v.  The  Brig  Hannah,  JBee's  Admiralty 
R.,  app.,  419.)^  And  we  feel  warranted  in  saying  that  at  no 
time  since  this  has  been  an  independent  nation,  has  such  a 
practice  been  allowed.  (TurnbuU  v.  Enterprise,  Bee's  Adm. 
k,  345.) 

It  is  proper,  however,  to  notice  the  fact  that  District  Courts 
have  recognised  the  existence  of  admiralty  jurisdiction  m  rem 
against  a  vessel  to  enforce  a  carpenter's  bill  for  work  and  ma- 
terials furnished  in  constructing  it,  in  cases  where  a  lien  had 
been  created  by  the  local  law  of  the  State  where  the  vessel 
was  built;  such  as  Read  v.  The  Hull  of  a  New  Brig,  1  Story's 
R.,  244;  and  Davis  &  Lehman  v.  A  New  Brig,  Gilpin's  K., 
478 ;  ib.,  536 ;  Ludington  A;  King  v.  The  Nucleus,  2  Law  Jour., 
668.  Thus  far,  however,  in  our  judicial  history,  no  case  of 
the  kind  has  been  sanctioned  by  this  court. 

For  the  reasons  above  stated,  it  is  ordered  that  the  decree  be- 
low be  reversed,  and  the  libel  dismissed  forwant  of  jurisdiction. 


Oyeus  H.  MoCormick,  Appellant,  v.  Waitb  Talcott,  Ralpb 
Emmerson,  Jesse  Blinn,  and  Stlvester  Talcott,  Survivobs 
OF  John  H.  Manny. 

The  reaping  machines  made  bj  Ifannj  do  not  inlHngre  McGormick'e  patent,  either 
as  to  the  divider,  the  manner  in  which  the  reel  is  supported,  or  the  combinatioo^ 
of  the  reel  with  a  seat  for  the  raker.  [  '■ 

llcOormick  not  being  the  original  inventor  of  the  machine  called  a  divider^  bnt 
tbe  patentee  of  only  an  improvement  for  a  combination  of  mechanical  devlees, 
eould  not  hold  as  an  infHnger  one  who  used  only  a  part  of  the  combination' 
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Ue  mannor  of  sapporting  the  reel  in  Manny's  machine  is  not  like  that  in  MeOo» 
mick'8,  and  was  ased  before  McCormick's  first  patent. 

With  respect  to  the  raker's  seat,  McCormick's  patent  was  for  a  combination  of  th# 
reel  with  a  seat  arranged  and  located  according  to  his  description.  But  Man* 
ny's  arrangement  differs  from  McCormick's  in  principle  as  well  as  in  form  and 
combination,  and  is  therefore  no  infringement  of  McCormick's  patent 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  TTnited 
States  for  the  northern  district  of  Illinois,  sitting  as  a  court  of 
equity. 

Th^  bill  which  was  filed  by  McCormick  alleged  that  the 
defendants  in  error  had  infringed  his  patent  for  a  reaping  ma- 
chine; called  upon  them  for  an  account,  and  prayed  for  an  in- 
junction. The  aefendants  denied  the  infringement,  and  claimed 
a  right  to  construct  their  machines  under  letters  patent  granted 
to  John  H.  Manny.  The  Circuit  Court  dismissed  the  bill, 
and  McCormick  appealed  to  this  court. 

McCormick's  patents  had  been  twice  before  this  court,  as 
will  be  seen  by  referring  to  16  Howard,  480,  and  19  Howard, 
96.  The  same  claims,  viz :  the  fourth  and  fifth  of  the  patent 
of  1845,  were  involved  in  the  case  in  19  Howard,  and  tne  re- 
maining claim,  viz :  that  relating  to  the  seat  of  the  raker,  un- 
der the  patent  of  1847,  was  before  the  court  in  16  Howard, 
only  that  it  now  comes  up  under  a  reissued  patent  in  1858. 

The  reporter  despairs  of  giving  any  intelligible  account  of 
the  argument  in  this  case.  The  record  was  upwards  of  one 
thousand  pages  of  printed  matter,  of  which  seven  hundred  and 
fifky  pages  were  the  depositions  of  witnesses;  and  the  court 
room  was  filled  with  models  and  drawings,  introduced  upon 
either  side,  to  which  constant  reference  was  made  by  the 
counsel. 

The  case  was  arj^ed  by  Mr.  Reoerdy  Johnson  and  Mr.  Dich- 
trsm  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  Mr.  StanUm  and  Mr.  Harding 
for  tiie  defendants. 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
The  bill  charges  the  defendants  with  infringing  two  several 
patents  granted  to  complainant,  for  improvements  in  the  ma- 
chine known  as  McCormick's  Beaper.  One  of  these  patents 
bears  date  the  Slst  of  January,  1845;  the  other  on  the  24th  of 
May,  1858,  being  the  reissue  of  a  previous  one,  dated  28d  of 
October,  1847.  The  defendants  are  charged  with  inlnngin^ 
the  fourth  and  fifth  claims  of  the  patent  of  1845,  and  the  seoona 
claim  of  the  reissued  patent  of  1858. 

L  The  first  infringement  charged  is  that  of  the  divider,  or 
that  part  of  the  reaping  machine  which  is  defined  ^^as  an  ar-' 
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rangementy  or  apparatas,  for  Beparating  the  grain  to  be  cot 

from  that  which  is  to  be  left  standiDg/' 

The  claim  is  as  follows:  ^'4th.  I  claim  the  combinatioii  of 
the  bow  L  and  the  dividing-iron  M,  for  separating  the  wheat 
in  the  way  described." 

The  description  referred  to  is  as  follows: 

^'  The  dbmer  K  is  an  extension  of  the  frame  on  the  left  side 
of  the  platform,  say  three  feet  before  the  blade,  for  the  purpose- 
and  so  constructed  as  to  efiect  a  separation  of  the  wneat 
to  be  cut  from  that  to  be  left  standing,  and  that  wbiBther 
tangled  or  not.  E  is  a  piece  of  scantling,  say  three  feet 
long  and  three  inches  square,  made  fast  to  a  projection  of 
theplatform  by  two  screw-bolts.  To  the  point  of  this  piece,, 
at  K,  is  made  fast  by  a  screw  or  boU  a  bow  L  of  tough  wood,, 
the  other  end  of  which  is  made  fast  in  the  hinder  part  of  &e 
platform  at  R,  and  it  is  so  bent  as  to  be  about  two  and  a  half 
feet  high  at  the  (left)  reel-post,  and  about  nine  inches  aui  from 
it,  with  a  regular  curve.  The  dmiing-iron  M  is  an  iron  rod  of 
a  peculiar  shape,  made  fast  to  the  point  of  the  9ame  piece  E,. 
and  by  the  same  screw-bolt  that  holds  the  bow  L.  From  thifr 
bolt  this  iron  rises  towards  the  red  S,  at  an  angle  of  say  80^, 
until  it  reaches  it,  then  it  is  bent  so  as  to  pass  under  the  reel 
as  far  back  as  the  blade,  and  to  fit  the  curve  of  it  (the  reel.) 
From  the  bolt  in  the  point  aforesaid,  the  other  end  of  this  iron 
extends,  say  nine  inches,  alon^  the  inside  of  the  piece  E,  where 
it  is  held  by  another  screw-bolt  M,  and  where  it  has  a  groove- 
^or  slot)  in  it  to  admit  the  other  ends  being  raised  or  lowered 
(turning  on  the  point  screw  K  as  a  pivot)  to  suit  the  height  of 
the  reel.  By  means  of  the  bow  to  bear  off  the  standing  wheat, 
and  the  iron  to  throw  the  wheat  to  be  cut  within  the  powers 
of  the  reel,  the  required  separation  is  made  complete." 

The  answer  denies  that  the  arrangement  of  the  divider  used 
by  defendants  for  separating  the  grain  to  be  cut  fix>m  that 
to  be  left  standing  is  the  same  in  construction  or  mode  of 
operation  as  that  claimed  by  com|>lainant,  or  a  colorable  evasion 
of  said  claim,  and  avers  that  it  is  a  different  and  distinct  ar- 
ran^ment,  invented  by  J.  H.  Manny,  after  several  years'  ax* 
penments. 

It  would  be  a  difficult  task  to  make  intelligible  to  the  unini* 
tiated  the  construction  of  a  very  complex  machine,  without  the 
aid  of  models  or  diagrams.  But,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case, 
the  divider,  although  a  component  part  of  the  ereat  complex 
machine  called  the  reaper,  may  be  considered  oy  itself  as  a 
machine,  or  combination  of  devices,  attached  to  uie  reaper  ta 
I^rform  certain  fiinctions  necessary  to  complete  the  whole  opera 
tion.    In  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  divider  oaed  by  defend 
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jttitB  infnnges  that  of  the  complainant,  we  must  first  inquire 
whether  M^Cormick  was  the  first  to  invent  the  machine  called 
4k  divider,  performing  the  functions  required,  or  has  merely 
improved  a  known  machine  by  some  peculiar  combination  of 
mechanical  devices  which  perform  the  same  functions  in  a  bet- 
ter manner. 

K  he  be  the  original  inventor  of  the  device  or  machine  called 
the  divider,  he  will  have  a  right  to  treat  as  infringers  all  who 
make  dividers  operating  on  the  same  principle,  and  performing 
the  same  functions  by  analogous  means  or  equivalent  combina- 
tions, even  though  the  infringing  machine  may  be  an  improve- 
ment of  the  original,  and  patentable  as  such.  But  if  the  inven- 
tion claimed  be  itself  but  an  improvement  on  a  known  machine 
by  a  mere  change  of  form  or  combination  of  parts,  the  patentee 
<»innot  treat  another  as  an  infringer  who  nas  improved  the 
original  machine  by  use  of  a  difterent  form  or  combination 
performing  the  same  functions.  The  inventor  of  the  first  im- 
provement cannot  invoke  the  doctrine  of  equivalents  to  sup- 
press all  other  improvements  which  aje  not  mere  colorable 
invasions  of  the  first. 

That  portion  of  a  reaping  machine  called  the  divider  or  sep- 
arator may  be  described  as  a  pointed,  wedge-formed  instru- 
ment, which  is  attached  by  its  butt  at  that  extremity  of  the 
outting  apparatus  which  runs  in  the  grain,  in  such  manner 
that  its  point  projects  in  advance  of  the  cutting  apparatus,  and 
enters  the  standing  ^rain.  Its  functions,  where  the  ^rain  stands 
^rect,  are  to  divide  it  into  two  portions,  one  of  which  is  borne 
^n wards  by  the  inner  side  of  the  wedge-formed  implement 
within  the  range  of  the  cutting  apparatus  and  of  the  reel,  in 
case  the  machine  is  fitted  with  a  reel;  the  other  portion  of  the 
grain  is  borne  outwards  by  the  outer  side  of  the  divider,  so  as 
to  be  passed  by  that  portion  of  the  machine  which  lies  behind 
the  cutting  apparatus.  When  grain  is  inclined  outwards,  the 
function  of  the  divider  is  not  only  merely  to  divide  the  grain 
into  portions,  but  also  to  raise  up  the  inclined  stalks  of  the 
grain,  below  which  the  divider  passes.  When  the  grain  in- 
clines inwards,  the  function  of  the  divider  is  not  onhr  to  divide 
the  mass,  but  also  to  raise  up  the  inclined  stalks  of  grain  be- 
neath which  the  divider  passes,  and  to  bear  them  outwards 
without  the  range  of  the  reel,  if  the  machine  has  a  reel,  and  of 
the  cutting  apparatus.  When  ^rain,  in  addition  to  being  in- 
clined, is  also  entangled,  the  divider  not  only  separates  and 
raiees  the  stalks,  but  also  tends  to  disentangle  them.  The  lower 
fiice  of  a  divider  also  performs  the  function  of  a  shoe  or  ninner, 
to  prevent  the  cutting  apparatus  from  digging  into  the  eartfa^ 
m  Mn,  by  any  aocidental  movement  of  the  maohiae,  it  ifwM 
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otherwise  do  so.  The  divider  also  performs  the  function  of 
limiting  or  regulating  the  width  of  the  swath,  by  raising  up 
and  turning  inwards  those  stalks  of  grain  which,  fi^om  Sieir 
inclination  outwards,  would  otherwise  escape  the  action  oi  the 
cutter;  and  by  raising  up  and  turning  outwards  those  stalks 
of  grain  which,  from  their  inclination  inwards,  would  other* 
wise  be  within  the  range  of  the  cutter.  All  dividers  perform 
these  functions  in  a  greater  or  less  degree.  The  English  patent 
of  Dobbs,  in  1814,  had  dividers  of  wood  or  metal.  The  outer 
diverging-rod  rose  as  it  extended  back,  and  diverged  laterally 
from  the  point,  to  raise  the  stalks  of  grain  inclinmg  inwards, 
and  to  turn  them  off  from  the  other  parts  of  the  machine.  The 
patent  of  Charles  Phillips  of  1841  had  a  divider,  shaped  like  a 
wedge,  performing  the  same  function,  turning  the  grain  aside 
on  both  sides  of  the  machine,  and  raising  it  up.  Ambler's 
machine  had  a  triangular  divider  performing  the  same  func- 
tions, as  also  the  machines  of  Hussey,  Schnebly,  and  that  of 
McCormick,  patented  in  1834,  which  is  now  public  property. 
The  present  claim  is.  for  the  combination  of  this  bow  with  a 
dividing  iron  of  a  certain  form,  and  for  nothing  more.  This 
dividing  iron  is  but  a  new  form  or  substitute  for  that  side  of 
the  triangle  or  wedge  which  in  other  machines  performed  the 
function  of  separating  the  inside  grain,  and  raising  it  to  the 
cutters. 

It  is  described  in  the  patent  as  having  these  peculiarities  to 
distinguish  it  from  those  that  preceded  it. 

1.  u,  rises  at  an  angle  of  about  thirty  degrees  till  it  reaches 
the  reel. 

2.  It  is  curved  under  the  reel. 

3.  It  is  made  adjustable  by  means  of  a  slot,  so  as  to  suit  the 
different  heights  of  the  reel. 

Its  function  is  to  raise  and  support  the  grain  along  the  inner 
edge  of  the  divider,  at  the  maximum  elevation  consistent  with 
the  employment  of  the  reel.  As  a  form  or  combination  of  de- 
vices it  is  new,  and  no  doubt  an  improvement,  and  therefore 
the  proper  subject  of  a  patent.  But  as  a  claim  for  a  combina- 
tion of  mechanical  devices  or  parts,  it  is  not  infringed  by  one 
who  uses  a  part  of  the  combination,  ^or  can  it  challenge  other 
improvements  of  the  same  machine,  different  in  form  or  com- 
bination, as  infringements,  because  they  perform  the  same 
fui:3*ions  as  well  ot  better  by  calling  them  equivalents.  The 
machine  constructed  under  defendants'  patent  has  a  wooden 
projection,  somewhat  in  the  form  of  a  wedge,  extended  beyond 
the  cutting-sickles  some  three  feet,  and  which,  from  the  point 
in  front,  rises  as  it  approaches  the  cutting  apparatus,  with  a 
'4imaU  curve  (not  approaching  to  an  angle  of  thirty  degrees)  so 
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as  to  raise  the  leaning  grain.  It  has  no  dividing-iron,  nor  sab- 
stitute  or  equivalent  possessing  the  peculiar  qualities  of  that 
instrument.  It  more  resembles  the  wedges  in  use  before  Mc- 
Oormick's  patent  of  1846.  As  an  improvement  on  former  ma-' 
chines,  it  has  some  peculiarities  of  form  and  construction,  but 
it  does  not  adopt  the  combination  of  complainant's  patent.  It 
is  a  distinct  improvement,  probably  inferior  to  McCormick's, 
but  certainlv  no  infringement  of  his  claim. 

n.  The  nfth  claim  of  complainant's  patent  of  1846,  which 
the  bill  charges  the  defendants  with  infringing,  is  as  follows : 

"6.  I  claim  setting  the  lower  end  of  the  reel-post  R  behind 
the  blade,  curving  it  at  R^,  apd  leaning  it^orward  at  top,  thereby 
favoring  the  cutting,  and  enabling  me  to  brace  it  at  top  by 
the  front  brace  8,  as  described,  which  I  claim  in  combination 
with  the  post." 

In  the  reaping  machine  of  McCormick's  original  patent  of 
1834,  he  had  placed  the  reel-post  in  front  of  the  cutters.  This 
position  of  the  post  interfered  with  the  action  of  the  reel  in 
drawing  the  gram  to  the  cutters,  especially  in  gathering  tangled 
grain.  In  order  to  remedy  this  defect  of  his  own  machine,  he 
set  the  post  farther  back,  and  braced  it  as  described. 

Defendant  does  not  support  his  reel  by  posts,  as  was  done  by 
McCormick.  He  uses  the  horizontal  reel-bearer  connected  by 
a  frame  with  the  hinder  part  of  the  machine.  This  device  for 
supporting  the  reel  was  invented  and  used  many  years  before 
McCormick's  first  patent  of  1884.  It  had  no  reel-post  situated 
as  in  his  patent,  and  encountered  none  of  the  evils  remedied 
by  the  change  in  its  position.  This  attempt  to  treat  the  ear^ 
lier  and  better  device  used  by  defendant  as  an  infringement  of 
a  later  device  to  obviate  a  difficulty  unknown  to  the  first,  is  an 
application  of  the  doctrine  of  equivalents  which  needs  no  fur- 
ther comment. 

ILL  The  bill  charges  defendants  with  infringing  the  second 
claim  of  the  reissued  patent  of  1863.     This  claim  is  as  follows : 

'^  2.  And  I  also  claim  the  combination  of  the  reel  for  gather- 
ing the  grain  to  the  cutting  apparatus,  and  depositing  it  on  the 
platform,  with  the  seat  or  position  for  the  raker  arranged  and 
located  as  described^  or  the  equivalent  thereof,  to  enable  the  raker 
to  rake  the  grain  from  the  platform,  and  deliver  and  lay  it  on 
the  ground  at  the  side  of  the  machine  as  described.*' 

Ifthis  claim  be  construed  to  include  all  machines  which  have 
a  reel  and  a  raker's  seat,  it  is  void,  for  want  of  novelty.  Hite, 
Woodward,  Randall,  and  Schnebly,  had  invented  and  publicly 
used  reaping  machines  which  had  reels,  and  a  place  for  the 
raker  on  the  machine.  But  the  true  construction  of  this  clum, 
fnd  the  only  one  whish  will  support  its  validity,  is  to  treat  it 
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M  a  claim  for  a  combination  of  the  reel  with  a  seat  <^  arranged 
and  located  as  described."    And  sach  was  the  constraction 

fiven  to  it  by  the  defendant  himself,  when  the  Commissioner 
ad  refused  to  grant  him  a  patent  claiming  the  mere  combina- 
tion of  a  reel  and  a  raker's  seat,  ^^  because  such  a  combinatioii 
was  not  patentable,  the  functions  of  each  device  having  no 
necessary  connection  with  the  other." 

This  arrangement  for  the  location  of  a  raker's  seat  was  made 
**by  placing  the  gearing  and  crank  forward  of  the  driving- 
wheel,  and  thus  carrying  the  driving-wheel  further  back  than 
heretofore,  and  sufficiently  so  to  balance  the  rear  part  of  the 
frame  and  the  raker  thereon.'* 

By  this  device  he  obtained  a  place  for  the  raker  over  the 
finger-bar,  just  back  of  the  driving-wheel,  and  at  the  end  of 
the  reel,  where  he  could  have  free  access  to  the  grain,  and  rake 
it  oft*  the  machine  at  ri^ht  angles  to  the  swath.  It  was  b^ 
limiting  his  claim  to  this  arrangement,  location,  and  combi- 
nation, that  the  complainant  obtained  his  patent;  and  with- 
out this  construction  of  it,  the  claim  is  neither  patentable  nor 
original. 

The  arrangement,  .combination,  and  location  of  the  raker*s 
seat,  by  defendants,  has  been  patented  to  Manny,  as  an  inde- 
pendent contrivance,  and  distinct  invention.  The  place  for  the 
raker  is  obtained  by  a  chadge  in  the  shape  of  the  platform,  di& 
ferent  from  any  before  employed.  It  differs  from  the  com- 
plainant's device  in  principle  as  well  as  in  form  and  combina- 
tion. The  raker's  seat  is  on  a  different  part  of  the  machine, 
where  he  maj  stand  without  destroying  the  balance  of  the  ma- 
chine, or  tilting  it  up.  It  re<}uires  no  modification  of  the  reel. 
It  requires  no  such  combination  or  modification  of  parts  of  the 
machine  in  order  to  find  a  place  for  the  raker,  which  is  an 
essential  part  of  complainant's  claim. 

It  is  suDstantiall V  different,  both  in  form  and  in  combination, 
from  that  claimed  by  the  complainant,  and  is  consequently  no 
infringement  of  his  patent. 

Concurring,  as  we  do,  in  the  opinion  and  decision  of  the  court 
below  on  these  several  points,  the  decree  is  affirmed  with  costs. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  dissenting: 

In  the  opinion  of  this  court  just  delivered  I  do  not  concur. 
Protracted  as  the  discussion  by  counsel  in  the  case  has  been,  the 
leal  grounds  for  controversy  between  the  parties  are  obvious,  and 
comprised  within  quite  a  limited  compass.  The  unusual  die- 
play  of  mechanical  ingenuity,  and  the  omment  upon  its  pro* 
gress  exhibited  in  the  conduct  of  this  cause,  whilst  they  evince 
great  seal  and  industry,  and  mav  afford  entertainment  to  tiie 
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€iirio(i8  on  0aoh  sabjectSy  are  Id  a  ^reat  degree  irrelevant  to 
and  beside  any  legitimate  inquiry  wbicb  an  adjustment  of  the 
<)laims  of  the  parties  either  imposes  or  warrants.  In  the  de* 
eree  of  the  court  below,  as  well  as  in  the  arguments  in  thia 
eourt,  it  has  been  conceded,  that  the  patent  ot  the  appellant  is 
strictly  legal.  This  concession  necessarily  excludes,  and  in  legal 
acceptation  concludes,  all  inquiry  as  to  the  right  of  the  appellant 
to  the  lull  benefit  of  his  invention,  either  as  an  original  or  a 
combiuation,  and  renders  unnecessary,  and  irre^ilar,  and  im- 
proper, any  and  every  comparison  between  that  invention  and 
previous  claims  to  discovery  and  improvement,  having  in  view 
the  same  results,  and  the  same  or  merely  equivalent  modes  of 
producing  them.  This  concessiony  therefore,  narrows  down 
and  confines  the  proper  investigation  before  this  court,  as  it 
should  have  restricted  tibat  before  the  Circuit  Court,  to  the  single 
question,  whether  the  machine  complained  of  as  an  infrinm* 
ment,  either  in  theory,  in  construction,  or  in  operation,  was  tne 
same  with  the  improvement  invented  by  the  appellant,  for  the 
benefit  or  the  reward  for  which  the  law  had  given  its  guaran- 
tee? This  was  the  proper  inquiry  before  the  court  below,  is 
the  only  regular  inquiry  here.  All  others  connected  with  pre- 
vious inventions  were  and  must  be  irregular,  and  are  excluded 
and  forbidden  by  the  concession  that  the  patent  of  the  appellant 
b  legal  and  valid.  To  guide  them  in  this,  the  only  legitimate  in- 
quiry, this  court  has  had  before  them  a  species  of  evidence  of 
all  others  best  calculated  to  conduct  tliem  to  the  truth — evi- 
dence superior  to,  and  unattected  by,  the  interests  or  prejudices 
of  partisans,  or  by  the  opinions  (the  reveries,  they  may  often 
be  called)  of  a  class  of  men  styled  experts ;  men  as  often  skil- 
ful and  eftective  in  producing  obscurity  and  error,  as  in  the 
elucidation  of  truth.  No  witnesses  can  testify  so  clearly  and 
80  impartially  as  do  the  subjects  (though  mute)  concerning 
wbt«.h  a  controversy  about  identity  or  dissimilarity  is  pending. 
These  witnesses  have  been  produced,  and  their  testimony 
eagerly  and  keenly  scrutinized;  and  that  testimony  establishes, 
in  my  judgment,  with  a  force  and  certainty  which  no  ingenuity 
CSLJX  either  withstand  or  evade,  that  the  machine  put  in  opera* 
tion  by  the  appellees  is  a  palpable  infringement  of  the  ni^hta 
of  the  appellant;  that  in  theory  or  principle,  in  structure,  in 
the  modes  of  operation,  and  in  the  results  proposed,  it  is  essen- 
tially, and,  with  some  insignificant  and  merely  apparent  diver- 
utjffinTnaUjfidentioalyBt  least  in  one  important  particular,  with 
the  invention  secured  by  the  Government  to  the  appellanti 
and  admitted  by  the  appellees,  and  b^  the  court,  to  have  been 
lightfnlly  and  legally  guarantied  to  him. 
That  i>on:ion  of  the  machines  put  in  operation  by  eaeh  of 


410  SUPREME  COURT. 

MeOornddt  ▼.  Takott  et  A 

the  parties  to  this  controversy,  and  which  constitutes  the  most 
materiajl  subject  of  contention  in  this  cause,  consists  of  what 
in  the  description  and  specification  of  the  respective  patents  ia 
called  a  diviaer.  The  function  and  the  value  of  this  divider 
are  experienced  in  separating  the  stalks  of  wheat  designed  to 
be  immediately  severed  by  the  cutters,  from  those  which  do 
not  come  within  their  immediate  and  regular  operation,  but 
which  it  is  desired  should  be  left  to  the  future  or  succeeding 
action  of  the  machine.  It  frequently  happens,  in  fields  of 
luxuriant  growth,  that  from  high  winds,  heavy  rains,  and  even 
from  its  own  weight,  wheat  is  pressed  down,  and  becomes  in 
rustic  phrase  lodged.  In  this  condition,  the  stalks  and  heads 
of  the  wheat,  on  both  sides  of  a  line  described  by  the  track  of 
a  machine,  will  become  entangled,  and  inclined  m  various  and 
opposite  directions,  accordingly  as  the  momentum  which  dis* 

f  faces  the  natural  position  of  the  growing  crops  has  been  applied, 
n  such  a  condition  of  the  wheat,  any  process  by  which  a  portion 
of  the  crop  should  be  torn  apart  from  portions  with  which  it 
was  intertwined,  would  prove  highly  detrimental,  inasmuch 
as  it  would  necessarily  increase  the  irregularity  in  the  position 
of  the  wheat  not  cut,  and  standing  outside  of  the  regular  track 
of  the  machine ;  and,  by  violently  and  rapidly  rending  apart 
the  tangled  straw,  would  shatter  and  waste  the  grain  in  each 
division,  creatine  thereby  a  serious  diminution  in  the  yield  or 
product.  In  order  to  prevent  these  mischie&  by  disentangling 
the  wheat,  by  separating  that  designed  to  be  immediately 
severed  from  that  reserved  for  the  succeeding  action  of  the 
machine,  and  by  raising  up  the  former,  and  bringing  it  within 
the  scope  and  operation  of  the  reel  and  the  cutters,  was  devised 
an  addition  or  appendage  to  the  reaper,  called  the  divider.  The 
importance  of  this  appendage^ both  to  the  success  of  the  reaper 
ana  on  account  of  its  real  utility  in  practice,  cannot  be  with  rea- 
son called  in  question.  Its  essential  importance  is  sufficiently 
evinced  by  the  zeal  and  industry  displayed,  and  the  extraordina- 

?r  expense  which  must  have  been  incurred  in  this  controversy, 
he  divider  of  McCormick  may  be  thus  substantially  describea: 
A  pointed  instrument  or  structure,  called  by  the  patentee  a 
baWy  formed  of  strong  hard  wood,  confined  in  front,  and  pro- 
jecting so  far  in  advance  of  the  cutters  as  to  enter  the  wheat 
m  time  to  effSsct  its  preparation  for  the  approach  of  the  cutters. 
This  bow  is  extended  in  a  curvilinear  form  on  the  outer  side  of 
the  machine,  next  the  grain  to  be  separated  from  the  cutters, 
and  is  gradually  elevated  from  the  point  in  front  to  a  degree 
increasing  towards  the  rear  of  the  machine,  sufficient  to  disen- 
tangle the  straw,  and  place  it  in  a  position  proper  for  the  sweep 
or  action  of  the  returning  machine.     On  the  interior  side  of 
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.ihe^machine)  or  that  on  which  the  ^ain  is  to  be  severed,  the 
divider  of  McCormick  is  constructed  of  a  bar  of  iron,  confined 
at  the  same  point  with  the  wooden  bow  above  mentioned  as 
operating  externally;  and  this  iron  bar  is  capable  of  being  s^ 
adjusted  as  to  disentangle  and  raise  the  wheat  separated  m)m 
that  standing  on  the  exterior  of  the  machine ;  and  by  a  lateral 
and  angular  direction  given  this  adjustable  bar,  as  well  as  by 
its  vertical  extension,  it  embraces  and  secures  the  wheat  on  the 
mterior  side  of  the  machine,  and  presses  it  to  the  action  of  the 
reel  and  the  cutters. 

Such  as  has  been  just  described,  I  hold  to  be  McCormick's 
divider,  and  such,  too,  its  operation  and  eftects.  Let  us  now 
compare  them  with  the  structure  and  operation  of  the  struc- 
ture complained  of  as  an  infringement,  in  order  to  ascertain 
how  far  the  rival  claims  of  the  parties  are  identical  or  diverse. 
And  this  comparison  will  be  most  fairlv  and  satisfactorily 
accomplished,  and  the  results  most  clearly  established,  by  a 
recurrence  to  that  silent  but  irresistible  testimony  already  re- 
ferred to,  the  testimony  of  the  machines  themselves. 

On  Mannv's  machine,  the  divider  on  the  exterior  side,  or 
the  side  of  the  standing  grain,  is  formed  of  a  piece  of  timber 
which,  according  as  fancy  shall  dictate,  may  be  denominated  a 
bow^  or  by  anv  other  appellation  -which  may  be  preferred.  This 
piece  of  timber,  like  the  divider  of  McCormick's  machine,  is 
confined  in  front,  and  penetrates  the  standing  grain  in  advance 
of  the  cutters.  Like  McCormick's  divider,  it  rises  obliquely 
from  the  stationary  point  in  front,  towards  the  rear  of  the  ma- 
chine, to  a  degree  intended  to  be  suflicient  to  separate  and 
support  the  straw,  and  in  the  same  manner  diverges  in  an 
angle  supposed  to  be  great  enough  to  secure  that  separation, 
and  to  prevent  the  br^ddng  down  of  any  portion  of  the  straw 
by  being  pressed  to  the  earth,  or  by  being  torn  away  by  the 
machine  in  its  progress.  On  the  interior  side  or  section  of 
Manny's  divider,  there  is  no  adjustable  iron  bar  or  rod,  as  a 
part  of  the  divider;  but  for  this  is  substituted  a  piece  of  tim- 
ber or  a  board,  connected  and  confined  in  the  front  of  the 
machine  with  tibe  wooden  fixture  extended  on  the  outside  next 
the  standing  grain;  and  from  that  point  of  connection  this 
substituted  board  is  protracted  in  a  diverging  angle,  and  to  a 
length  corresponding  exactlv  with  those  of  McCormick's  ad- 
justable iron  bar,  and,  like  the  latter,  it  is  gradually  curved  to 
a  vertical  elevation  intended  to  be  great  enough  to  separate 
and  raise  up  the  wheat  designed  to  be  immediately  severed  by 
the  cattera  from  that  reserved  for  farther  action  of  me  machine. 
The  oulT  difierences  between  this  fixture  and  the  acyustable 
bar  of  McCormick  (and  they  are  merely  pretended  and  de> 
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oeptiye)  are  these :  that  the  former,  instead  of  bein^  of  inm^ 
M  made  of  wood;  that  instead  of  being  movable  or  adjastable, 
it  is  stationaiy ;  that  it  is  broader  on  its  lateral  surface  than  is 
that  of  the  iron  portion  of  McCormick's  divider,  and  on  Jthat 
lateral  surface  is  somewhat  curved.  But  these  differences, 
correctly  apprehended,  are  mere  disguises,  and  were  indispen- 
sable to  shelter  the  possession  of  property  evidently  pirated 
from  the  rightful  owner.  Had  the  appellees  openly  taken 
McCormick's  iron  instrument,  adjusted  it  so  that  it  could  be 
graduated  in  practice  to  the  quality  or  height  of  the  grain  in 
which  the  machine  was  to  operate,  and  placed  it  at  an  angle 
auited  to  the  conducting  of  the  grain  within  the  action  of  the 
reel  and  cutters,  there  would  in  so  bold  a  piracy  have  been  left 
no  ground,  no  pretext  even,  for  contest  or  cavil.  Uence  the 
effort  at  distinctions  or  differences  attempted  in  the  case.  To 
my  mind,  it  seems  impossible  not  to  perceive  that  they  are  en- 
tirely unfounded,  ana  cannot  for  one  instant  conceal  theee 
truths,  viz:  that  the  instrument  or  structure  called  a  divider, 
introduced  and  practiced  by  the  appellees,  is  in  theoTy  or  prin- 
•ciple,  in  manner  of  its  operation,  in  its  effects  or  results^  and  it 
may  almost  be  said  in  its  mimUe  constituent  portions  and  formO' 
&m,  identical  with  the  instrument  invented  by  and  patented 
to  the  appellant,  and  therefore  an  infringement  of  the  rights 
guarantied  to  him  by  the  Government. 

Entertaining  this  opinion,  I  must  dissent  from  the  decision 
of  the  court  m  this  cause,  and  declare  it  as  my  opinion  that 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  should  be  reversed,  and  this 
oause  remanded  with  instructions  to  reinstate  the  injunction 
formerly  awarded  by  the  Circuit  Court,  and  to  direct  an  ao- 
oount  between  the  parties.  The  only  legitimate  inmiiiy  for 
the  court  is  this:  whether  the  improvement  of  AfcCormick 
nailed  a  divider,  and  the  instrument  claimed  and  put  in  ope- 
ration by  Manny,  are  essentially  the  same,  or  are  essentially  or 
substantially  different  All  that  has  been  said  (and  a  great 
deal  has  been  said)  about  the  comparative  superiority  or 
inferiority  of  inventions  or  improvements  previous  to  those 
patented  to  McCormick,  is  wholly  irrelevant,  and  out  of  this 
cause;  and  is  calculated  only  to  confound  and  to  divert  the 
attention  from  the  only  proper  subject  of  investigation  hero, 
which  is  the  rightfulness  of  the  claims  advance<l  by  the  appel«» 
latit  and  appellees  in  this  cause,  relatively  to  themselves,  and 
to  BO  others. 
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Whflre  a  petitioner  files  a  claim  to  land  in  OaUfonia  belbre  the  board  of  i 
■ioners  created  by  Gongrees,  the  interyention  of  rival  claimante  is  a  practioo  not 
to  be  enconraged. 

Vliere  there  is  no  natural  boundary  or  deecriptlTe  call  fw  the  termination  of  linef 
of  a  tract  of  land,  and  the  quantity  of  land  called  for  in  the  grant  is  ''  one  leagiio 
of  the  larger  size,  a  little  more  or  less,"  the  surrey  must  only  include  a  league. 
The  words  <<a  little  more  or  less"  must  be  rejected. 

The  gmnt  is  for  one  league  of  land,  to  be  taken  within  the  southern,  westem,  and 
eastern  boundaries  designated  Uierein,  and  to  be  located  at  the  election  of  tha 
grantee  or  his  assigns,  under  the  restrictions  established  for  the  location  and 
surrey  of  private  land  claims  in  California  by  the  Ezecutiye  department  of 
this  dovemment. 

[Ma.  Ohof  JuBnoB  Tabbt,  uuro  iitdibposid,  did  vot  bit  n  this  oabb.] 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  (Jnhed 
States  for  the  northern  district  of  California. 

Fossat  claimed  an  interest  of  three-fourths  in  the  tract  oi 
land  granted  to  Justo  Larios  hy  Governor  Alvarado,  on  the  Ist 
of  August,  1842.  The  mesne  conveyances  need  not  he  stated, 
as  the  only  dispute  in  this  court  related  to  the  location  of  the 
land. 

In  June,  1842,  Larios  presented  a  petition  to  the  Governor, 
stating  that  he  had  previously  presented  one  in  1886,  and  an* 
other  in  1840,  hoth  of  which  were  lost  He  stated  that  he  had 
purchased  a  house  upon  the  premises,  and  resided  there  since 
1886.     Whereupon,  the  following  grant  was  issued: 

Juan  B.  Alvarado,  Qmstituiional  Qovemar  of  the  Qdifornias: 

Whereas  the  citizen  Justo  Larios  has  asked,  for  his  own 
benefit  and  that  of  his  family,  the  land  known  hy  the  name  of 
ti^e  Capitancillos,  hounded  by  the  sierra,  by  the  Arrovo  Seco, 
on  the  side  of  the  establishment  of  Santa  Clara;  ana  bv  the 
rancho  of  citizen  Jos^  R.  Berreyesa,  which  has  for  boundary  a 
line  running  from  the  junction  of  the  Arroyo  Seco  and  Arroyo 
de  los  Alamitos,  southward  to  the  sierra,  passing  by  the  eastern 
base  of  the  small  hill  situated  in  the  centre  of  the  Canada,  the 
necessary  steps  having  been  taken  and  inquiries  made,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  and  regulations  on  this  subject,  by  virtue  of 
the  powers  conferred  upon  me,  in  the  name  of  the  Mexican 
nation  I  have  granted  him  the  said  land,  declaring  it  his  prop- 
erty bv  these  presents,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Depart- 
mental Assemoly  and  to  the  following  conditions: 

Ist  He  may  enclose  it  without  injury  to  the  passes,  roads, 
flod  servitudes:  he  may  enjoy  it  freely  and  exclusively,  using 
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or  cultivating  it  as  may  best  suit  him,  and  within  one  year  he 
shall  build  a  noose,  and  it  shall  be  inhabited. 

2d.  lie  shall  solicit  the  proper  judge  to  give  him  juridical 
possession,  in  virtue  of  this  decree,  by  whom  the  bouudaries 
shall  be  marked  out,  and  he  shall  put  on  the  boundaries,  in 
addition  to  the  landmarks,  some  fruit  trees  or  useful  forest 
trees. 

8d.  The  land  herein  referred  to  is  one  lea^e  of  the  larger 
size,  a  little  more  or  less,  as  is  explained  bv  the  map  accompa- 
nying the  espediente.  The  judge  who  shall  give  the  possession 
wall  have  it  measured,  in  conformity  to  law,  leaving  the  sur- 
plus which  remains  to  the  nation,  for  the  purposes  which  may 
best  suit  it. 

4th.  If  he  should  violate  these  conditions,  he  shall  lose  his 
right,  and  liable  to  be  denounced  by  another. 
^  Wherefore  I  order  that  this  title,  being  held  firm  and  valid, 
shall  be  registered  in  the  book  of  adjudications  of  vacant  lands, 
and  delivered  to  the  person  interested,  for  his  protection  and 
t>ther  purposes. 

Given  in  Monterey,  the  1st  of  August,  1842. 

The  reporter  will  endeavor  to  give  the  reader  an  idea  of 
the  locality  without  a  map,  which  it  would  be  difficult  to  make. 

Let  him  imagine  himself  standing  upon  a  range  of  hills  or 
sierra  about  three  thousand  feet  above  tide.  Looking  to  the 
north,  he  sees  another  range  of  hills  about  half  as  hi^h  as  the  one 
upon  which  he  stands,  and  running  nearly  parallel  therewith. 
The  two  ranees  are  connected  together  by  a  spur,  running  from 
one  to  the  other,  and  from  either  side  of  this  spur  springs  flow, 
which,  running  down  ravines  to  his  right  and  left,  find  their 
way  around  the  lesser  hills  in  front.  Upon  his  left  hand,  the 
spectator  may  be  supposed  to  trace  the  Arroyo  Seco,  which  is 
Larios's  boundary  on  that  side ;  and  upon  his  right  he  may  see 
the  marked  4ine  which  had  been  mutually  agreed  upon  by 
Larios  and  his  neighbor  Berreyesa  as  the  separating  hue  be* 
tween  them,  and  which  constituted  Larios's  boundarv  upon  that 
side.  Thus  standing  at  one  end  of  a  narrow  parallelogram,  the 
spectator  may  see  the  two  lines  upon  his  right  and  left,  looking 
indefinitely  into  the  distance  for  the  closing  line. 

In  this  state  of  thinj^,  two  questions  arise : 

1st.  Which  is  the  sierra  where  the  tract  of  land  begins?  Is 
it  the  range  of  hills  upon  which  we  have  supposed  the  spectator 
to  stand,  or  the  lesser  cange  in  front,  called  ^'Lomas  Bajas." 

2d.  llow  fSEir  does  tne  tract  run  in  the  direction  where  no 
')undary  is  given?    Does  it  run  as  far  as  the  dividing  line  is 

id  down  between  Larios  and  Berreyesa,  or  does  it  stop  wheni 
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the  quantity  of  land  called  for  in  the  grant  is  obtained?  The 
board  of  commissioners  adopted  the  former  rule,  and  therefore 
continued  the  tract  ap  to  the  Arroyo  Seco,  which  was  the  ter- 
mination of  the  boandary  line  between  Larios  and  Berreyesa. 
It  may  not  be  easy  for  the  reader  to  apprehend  precisely  the 
•different  decisions  hereafter  referred  to,  because  the  points  of 
the  compass  did  not  exactly  correspond  with  Ihose  heretofore 
mentioned  in  the  general  view  which  a  spectator  is  supposed 
to  take  from  the  top  of  the  sierra. 
The  decree  of  the  commissioners  was  as  follows: 

Decree. 
Grarlbs  F088AT  V.  Thb  Unitid  Statbs. 

In  this  case,  on  hearing  the  proofs  and  alle^tions,  it  is 
adjudg^ed  by  the  commission  that  the  claim  of  me  said  peti- 
tioner is  valid,  and  it  is  therefore  decreed  that  the  same  be  con- 
firmed. 

The  land  of  which  confirmation  is  hereby  made  is  a  portion 
of  the  place  known  by  the  name  of  Los  Capitancillos,  situated 
in  Santa  Clara  county,  and  the  same  which  was  formerly  occu- 
pied by  Justo  Larios,  and  the  portion  thereof  hereby  confirmed 
to  the  petitioner  is  bounded  and  described  as  follows,  to  wit: 

On  the  south,  bounded  by  the  sierra;  on  the  north,  by  the 
Arroyo  Seco;  on  the  west,  by  the  middle  of  the  ridge  of  the 
low  hills  running  north  and  south,  ^which  hills  lie  at  the  west- 
<ern  end  of  said  rancho  los  Capitancillos,)  and  the  said  division 
line  bein^  the  same  line  of  division  adopted  in  a  partition  of 
said  rancho,  made  by  William  Wiggins,  and  John  B.  Weller, 
and  James  M.  Jones,  as  will  appear  by  their  deeds  of  partition 
recorded  in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  deeds  tor  Santa  Clara 
county,  in  liber  "C"  of  deeds,  page  458;  and  on  the  east,  by 
the  place  known  as  the  rancho  of  the  citizen  Jos6  R.  Berreyesa, 
which  has  for  boundary  a  line  running  from  the  junction  of 
the  Arroyo  Seco  and  Arroyo  de  los  Alamitos,  southward  to 
the  sierra,  passing  by  the  eastern  base  of  the  small  hill  situated 
in  the  caBada. 

The  said  premises  containing  three-fourths  of  a  square  league 
of  land,  a  little  more  or  less;  reference  to  be  had  to  the  grant 
of  said  rancho  to  said  Justo  Larios,  and  to  the  map  which  con* 
etitutes  a  part  of  the  espediente,  which  are  on  the  file  in  this 
oase.  Alpheus  Felch, 

Thompson  Campbell^ 
R.  Aug.  Thompson, 

Qnnmi89iomr$. 

Filed  in  office,  February  28,  1864. 

(Signed)  Geo.  Fisher,  Secretary. 
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The  United  States  appealed  from  this  decision  to  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  northern  district  of  California* 

In  that  court  there  were  a  number  of  depositions  and  plats 
filed. 

In  August^  1857,  that  court  passed  the  following  decree,  by 
which  it  will  be  seen  that  the  tract  of  land  was  ordered  to  begin 
at  the  higher  ranm  of  hills,  and  to  run  as  far  as  the  boundary 
line  reached  which  had  been  adopted  by  Larios  and  Berreyesa: 

Transcript  Jram  Board  of  Oommiasioners^  No.  840. 

Thb  Uhitbd  Statbb,  Appellants,  v.  Ohablbs  Fobsat,  Appuun 

Stated  Term,  Jukb,  1857. 

On  appeal  from  the  final  decision  of  the  aboard  of  commis- 
sioners to  ascertain  and  settle  private  land  claims  in  the  State 
of  California. 

JDecree. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  at  a  stated  term  of  the  court, 
on  appeal  from  the  final  decision  of  the  board  of  commission- 
ers to  ascertain  and  settle  the  private  land  claims  in  the  State 
of  California,  under  the  act  of  Congress  approved  on  the  8d  of 
March,  A.  D.  1851,  upon  the  transcript  ox  the  proceedings  and 
decision  of  the  said  board  of  commissioners;  the  papers  and 
evidence  on  which  the  said  decision  was  founded,  the  petition 
of  the  appellants  and  answer  of  the  appellee,  and  the  farther 
evidence  given  in  this  court,  by  leave  of  the  court,  and  it  ap- 
pearing to  the  court  that  the  said  transcript  has  been  duly  filed 
according  to  law,  and  the  appellee  in  open  court  confessing 
error  in  the  said  decision  of  the  board  of  land  commissioners^ 
in  this,  that  it  does  not  describe  in  a  manner  sufficiently  defi- 
nite the  boundaries  of  the  tract  of  land  intended  to  be  con- 
firmed to  the  claimant;  and  consenting  that  the  said  decision 
be  reversed,  and  such  decree  be  entered  in  this  court  as  may 
be  lawful  and  proper  upon  the  whole  evidence;  and  counsel 
for  the  respective  parties  having  been  heard,  it  is  by  the  court 
hereby  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  said  decisioa 
of  the  board  of  land  commissioners  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
reversed. 

And  the  court  now  proceeding  to  render  a  new  decree  in  the 
premises,  it  is  further  nereby  oraered,  adjudged,  and  decreed^ 
that  the  grant  made  to  Justo  Larios,  from  whom  the  appellee, 
Charles  Possat,  derives  his  title,  is  a  good  and  valid  grant  to 
said  Larios  of  the  place  known  by  the  name  of  Los  Capitan- 
illos,  situated  in  the  present  county  of  Santa  Clara,  and  for- 
merly occupied  by  the  said  Justo  Larioa,  and  bounded  and 
Mcribed  as  fi>llows,  to  wit:  On  the  south  by  the  main  sierra, 
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on  a  spar  of  which  sierra  is  sitaated,  as  shown  in  evidence,  • 
certain  well-known  and  conspicuous  live-oak  tree,  or  encino, 
and  a  portion  of  which  sierra  is  separated,  as  shown  in  evidence, 
by  the  stream  called  the  Arroyo  de  los  Capitancillos,  from  the 
range  of  hills  called  Cuchilla  de  la  Mina,  or  Cuchilla  de  la 
Mina  de  Luis  ChaboUa,  in  which  are  situated  the  quicksilver 
mines  known  as  the  Guadalupe,  San  Antonio,  and  IN  ew  Alma- 
den  mines;  on  the  west  by  the  Arroyo  Seco,  on  the  side  of  the 
establishment  of  Santa  Clara,  the  said  Arroyo  Seco  being  the 
continuation  of  the  same  stream  above  designated  as  the  Ar- 
royo de  los  Capitancillos;  on  the  east  by  a  line  running  from 
the  junction  of  a  certain  other  rivulet  called  Arroyo  Seco,  and 
the  Arroyo  de  los  Alamitos,  southward  to  the  aforesaid  main 
sierra,  passing  by  the  point  or  part  of  the  small  hill  situated  in 
the  centre  of  the  Canada  which  is  designated,  in  the  espedientes 
and  grants  of  Justo  Larios  and  Jose  Reyes  Berreyesa,  as  La 
Falda  de  la  Loma,  and  crossing  the  range  of  hills  designated 
above  as  the  Cuchilla  de  la  Mina,  or  Cuchilla  de  la  Mina  c  c 
Luis  ChaboUa,  and  in  which  are  situated  the  said  Guadalup  i, 
San  Antonio,  and  New  Almaden  mines,  and  which  is  the  saoc^ 
ran^e  of  hills  designated  Lomas  Bajas  on  the  diseno,  or  mai », 
in  tne  aforesaid  espediente  of  Jos6  Reyes  Berreyesa,  the  said 
eastern  line  herein  described  being  intended  to  be  the  sanr  e 
line  agreed  upon  as  the  line  of  division  between  the  lands  ( ( 
Justo  Larios  and  Jos6  Reyes  Berreyesa,  as  expressed  in  tie 
respective  espedientes  and  grants  of  said  Justo  Larios  and  Jo(«6 
Reyes  Berreyesa,  and  delineated  by  the  dotted  line  on  the  said 
diseno,  or  map,  in  the  espediente  of  Jose  Reyes  Berreyesa;  in 
the  location  of  said  line,  reference  to  be  made  to  the  descrip- 
tion thereof  in  the  said  espedientes  and  grants,  and  the  delin- 
eation thereof  on  the  said  diseno,  or  map,  in  the  espediente  of 
Jos6  Reyes  Berreyesa;  which  espedientes,  grants,  and  diseno, 
or  map,  are  on  file  and  in  evidence  in  this  case ;  and  the  north- 
ern boundary  of  said  tract  of  land  granted  to  Justo  Larios  be- 
ing the  same  which  is  shown  in  the  diseno,  or  map,  contained 
in  the  espediente  of  Justo  Larios,  which  is  on  file  and  m  evi- 
dence in  this  case,  the  said  tract  of  land  containing  one  square 
league,  more  or  less. 

And  it  is  likewise  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed, 
by  the  court,  that  the  claim  of  the  appellee  to  a  portion  of  the 
said  described  tract  of  land  is  a  ^ooa  and  valid  claim,  and  that 
the  said  claim  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  confirmed. 

The  land  ot  which  confirmation  is  hereby  made  to  the  ap- 
pellee is  the  whole  of  the  tract  of  land  described  above,  and 
wliioh  was  granted  to  Justo  Larios,  with  the  exception  of  the 
two  ttdyttoent  parcels  thereof  lying  at  the  westerly  end  of  uUk 
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tract,  and  claimed  by  the  Guadalupe  Miuinff  Company,  atd 
which  were  conveyed  to  the  said  Guadalupe  Miuing  Company 
by  the  two  instruments  of  writing  which  are  on  file  and  in  evi* 
dence  in  this  case,  and  marked,  respectively,  <^ Exhibit  M"  and 
**  Exhibit  P;*'  the  line  dividing  the  land  intended  to  be  con- 
firmed hereby  to  the  said  Charles  Fossat,  from  the  land  of  tho 
said  Guadalupe  Mining  Company,  bein^  the  same  which  is  ex- 
pressed in  said  exhibits  to  be  the  eastern  line  of  the  tracts  thereby 
severally  conveyed,  and  the  same  which  is  more  particularly 
designated  as  the  eastern  line  of  the  lands  of  the  Guadalupe 
Minmg  Company  by  the  survey  made  by  John  La  Croze,  whose 
deposition,  with  the  field  notes  of  said  survey  attaclied,  is  on 
file  and  in  evidence  in  this  case,  and  delineated  on  the  map  of 
said  survey,  certified  bv  John  C.  Hayes,  U.  S.  Surveyor  (Gen- 
eral, which  is  also  on  file  and  in  evidence,  marked  '^Exhibit  I 
M,"  attached  to  the  deposition  of  John  La  Croze,  to  which 
exhibits,  map,  deposition  of  John  La  Croze,  and  field  notes, 
reference  is  made  for  a  more  full  description  of  the  said  line, 
which  is  the  western  line  of  the  land  hereby  confirmed  to  the 
said  appellee,  Charles  Fossat  Ogden  Hoffman, 

U.  S.  Disi.  Judge 
August  17,  1867. 

The  United  States  appealed  from  this  decree  to  this  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  GHUett  and  Mr.  Reverdg  Johnson  for  the 
United  States,  with  whom  were  the  Attorney  General  and  Mr. 
Rockwell,  and  by  Mr.  Badger  and  Mr.  Bayard  for  the  appellee, 
with  whom  were  Mr.  Carlisle  and  Mr.  Stanton. 

It  is  not  possible  to  do  more  than  merely  state  the  points 
assumed  by  the  counsel.  The  arguments  from  geographical 
considerations  and  those  founded  on  authorities  must  necessa- 
rily  be  omitted. 

It  has  already  been  mentioned  that  the  two  questions  which 
arose  in  the  case  were — 

Ist.  Whether  more  land  could  be  given  than  the  quantily 
called  for  in  the  grant. 

2d.  Where  was  the  sierra  at  which  the  location  was  to  begin  7 

Upon  tbe  first  branch,  the  counsel  for  the  United  States  made 
the  following  points: 

I.  The  decree  of  the  District  Court  confirming  this  claim  to 
the  entire  amount  included  in  the  boundaries  of  me  tract,  with- 
out recrard  to  the  quantity,  is  erroneous. 

n.  By  the  law  in  force  in  Mexico  when  this  grant  was  made, 
•nd  for  a  long  time  prior  to  that  time,  a  grant  like  the  one  ia 
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question  was  regarded  as  a  grant  of  a  certain  quantity  of  land 
within  the  boundaries  named,  to  be  ascertained  by  measure- 
ment and  separated  from  the  residue  of  the  tract,  which  residue 
or  surplus  continued  to  be  the  property  of  the  nation. 

III.  This  clause  requiring  the  survey,  and  that  the  surplus 
shall  remain  to  the  nation,  is  embraced  in  most  of  the  Califor* 
nia  grants,  and  has  received  an  almost  uniform  construction  by 
all  the  tribunals  which  have  b^en  called  upon  to  adjudicate 
upon  these  claims.  The  decision  of  the  commissioners  has  been 
uniform,  that  a  grant  like  the  present  was  only  a  grant  of  a 
quantity  of  laud  to  be  ascertained  by  measurement,  and  not  a 
grant  by  metes  and  bounds.  The  same  has  been  the  decision 
of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  in  most  cases  by  the  District  Court, 
and  these  decisions  of  the  commissioners  and  District  Court 
have  been  sustained  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  cases  which  have  been  to  that  court,  although  the  ques- 
tion was  not  expressly  raised  in  these  cases,  nor  does  it  appear 
that  the  counsel  or  court  doubted  it. 

ly.  In  this  very  case  of  Fossat,  the  commissioners  in  their 
opinion  regard  the  grant  in  this  case  as  one  of  quantity,  and 
only  for  one  leaffue. 

V.  Such  we  claim  is  the  rule  according  to  the  law  governing 
the  case,  yet  these  views  are,  we  think,  strengthened  by  the 
principles  which  prevail  at  common  law  in  relation  to  public 

f  [rants  generally,  and  especially  as  to  the  construction  of  a  grant 
ike  the  one  in  question. 

VL  It  is  true,  as  a  general  rule  at  common  law,  that  in  con- 
veyances between  individuals,  monuments  and  definite  bound- 
aries are  to  control  in  preference  to  quantity,  where  the  differ- 
ence of  quantity  named  in  a  deed  does  not  greatly  vary  from 
the  amount  included  within  the  boundaries,  especially  when 
the  words  ''more  or  less,*'  or  "be  the  same  more  or  less,"  are 
used ;  but  this  rule  does  not  prevail  where  the  boundaries  are 
not  definite,  or  where  the  excess  or  deficiency  is  large.  Nor 
would  the  rule  apply  where  the  grant  was  from  the  Govern- 
ment, nor  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  words  are,  "a 
little  more  or  less." 

Vn.  The  rule  in  relation  to  the  survey  of  confirmed  claims 
under  the  statute,  and  the  practice  adopted  by  the  executive 
department  of  the  Government,  show  that  the  decree  of  the 
District  Court  is  erroneous.     (9  Stat,  at  L.,  683.) 

On  the  second  branch  of  the  subject,  the  counsel  contended 
that  this  grant  was  void  for  uncertainty,  and  could  not  be  lo- 
'  cated.     They  also  contended  that  the  location  should  not  com- 
mence at  the  highest  range  of  hills,  which  we  have  seen 
>D  the  extreme  south. 
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The  soatbern  boundary.  The  grant  calls  for  the  sierra.  In 
tiie  diseno,  the  only  ranges  of  hills  or  mountains  shown  are  the 
Lomas  Biuas  on  the  north,  and  a  range  on  the  south,  desig*^ 
nated  as  Sierra  del  Encino. 

It  is  in  proo^  and  not  denied,  that  between  these  two  ranges 
is  a  valley  called  the  Canada  de  los  Capitancillos,  in  which  was 
the  house  of  Justo  Larios,  and  that  the  eastern  and  western 
boundaries  being  defined,  this  part  of  the  canada  contained 
about  one  square  league. 

There  is  no  evidence  whatever  of  any  possession  or  occupa^ 
tion  by  Justo  Larios  of  any  land  beyond  these  limits. 

This  embraced  the  whole  of  the  Canada  between  the  eastern 
and  western  boundaries  of  this  rancho. 

The  western  portion  of  the  same  canada  was  the  rancho  of 
Berreyesa,  whieh  was  bv  a  grant  of  a  similar  kind,  with  a 
description  by  metes  and  bounds  in  the  body  of  the  ^ant,  but 
limited  to  one  league,  and  which  he  himself  described  as  a 
grant  of  "  one  league  only."  We  claim  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States  that  this  canada  was  alone  granted — ^that  it  is  bounded 
on  the  south  by  the  highland,  and  only  highland  in  that  direc- 
tion, represented  on  the  diseno;  that  either  as  the  sierra  men- 
tioned in  the  grant,  or  the  Sierra  del  Encino  as  named  in  the 
diseno,  it  was  clearly  designed  as  the  southern  boundary  of 
the  tract. 

The  claimants  contend  that  there  is  at  a  point  much  furtheor 
south  a  live  oak,  an  encino,  at  a  considerable  elevation,  which 
is  more  properly  called  Sierra  del  Encino ;  and  that  the  hills 
or  mountains  lying  north  of  it,  and  on  which  are  the  New 
Almaden  mines,  are  included  in  the  grant.  We  will  examine 
this  question  of  boundary  in  reference  to  the  language  of  the 
^rant  alone.  2.  In  connection  with  the  diseno  or  map  of  Justo 
Larios.  And  3.  In  view  of  any  evidence  connected  with  the 
claim  of  Berrevesa. 

[The  counsel  then  went  into  a  minute  examination  of  these 
several  points.] 

The  counsel  for  the  appellee  had  to  establish  the  three  fol* 
lowing  points: 

I.  That  the  land  of  Larios  had  to  be^n  at  the  range  of  high 
hills,  (where  we  placed  the  spectator  m  the  beginning  of  this 
repor^  instead  of  the  lesser  range  of  hills. 

II.  That  it  had  to  run  as  far  as  the  boundary  line  which  had 
been  established  between  Larios  and  Berreyesa. 

IIL  That  hj  the  insertion  of  the  words  ^^  a  little  more  or  less  '* 
m  the  grant,  it  was  intended  lliat  the  gruitee  should  nd  be 
confined  to  a  league. 
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1.  At  the  time  when  Larioe  obtaiued  his  grant,  he  presented 
«  map  or  diseno  upon  which  were  depicted,  in  a  very  rough 
way,  the  boundaries  of  the  land  he  was  soliciting.  Upon  this 
map  there  was  a  representation  of  hills,  marked  Sierra  del 
Enciiio,  oi  Sierra  of  the  Live  Oak,  and  upon  the  plat  introduced 
upon  the  argument  there  was  marked  the  locality  of  a  laree 
•oak  tree,  which  some  of  the  witnesses  said  could  be  seen  mr 
many  miles  off. 

2.  Upon  this  point  the  remarks  of  the  counsel  were  as  fol* 
lows: 

A  corresponding  grant  to  Berreyesa  had  been  made  on  the 
20th  of  August.     The  boundaries  of  this  nant  are  as  follows: 

^'A  part  of  the  place  called  Canada  de  los  Capitancillos, 
bounded  on  the  north  bv  the  Low  Hills  (Lomerias  Bajas)  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  plain  or  Hie  town  of  San  Jose;  on  the  south 
by  the  mountain,  (sierra;)  on  the  east  by  the  Laurel-tree  Hills, 
{Lomerias  del  Laurel ;)  and  on  the  west  by  the  rancho  of  the 
citizen  Justo  Larios,  which  has  for  a  boundary  the  an^le  which 
the  Arroyo  Seco  (Dry  Creek)  forms  with  that  of  the  Alametos' 
{Little  Poplar's)  direction;  southward  the  eastern  base  of  the 
low  hill  situated  in  the  centre  of  the  valley,  (canada,)  until 
reaching  the  sierra." 

On  comparing  these  ^ants,  it  appears  that  the  sierra  is  called 
for  as  the  Doundaiy  of  Doth — ^the  Fueblo  Hills  form  the  north- 
em  boundary  of  both.  The  division  line  between  them  is 
described  in  both  grants  as  be^nning  at  the  same  point,  the 
junction  of  the  Arroyo  Seco  with  the  Alametos,  and  extending 
southward  until  reaching  the  sierra,  passing  the  eastern  slope 
of  the  lometa  or  small  hill  in  the  centre  of  the  canada.  The 
rancho  of  one  is  called  for  in  the  other's  grant  as  its  abuttaL 
The  division  line  extending  from  the  junction  of  the  Alametos 
with  the  Arroyo  Seco,  until  reaching  the  sierra,  is  in  Berreyesa's 

frant  declared  to  be  the  boundary  of  Larios's  rancho,  wUle  in 
arios's  grant  the  same  line  is  designated  as  the  boundary  of 
Berreyesa's  rancho. 

Both  ranchos  had  exactly  the  same  boundary  on  the  south,  the 
southern  boundary  of  both  being  the  same  sierra,  named  in  the 
diseno  of  one  Sierra  Azul,  and  by  the  other.  Sierra  del  Encino. 

8.  As  to  the  quantity  of  land  which  was  conveyed  by  the 
.grant,  there  is  room  only  to  insert  the  two  first  pomts,  which 
were  as  follows : 

In  the  District  Court,  the  counsel  for  the  New  Almaden  Com- 
pany  sought  to  limit  the  quantity  to  the  exact  measure  of  one 
square  league,  and  no  more.  By  the  official  survey,  the  quan- 
tity within  the  boundaries  confirmed  by  the  court  is  one  leagae 
and  a  fraction  of  about  three-fourths  of  a  league. 


i2a  BUPBEME  COURT. 

United  81mU»  t.  Fomat, 

The  point  made  by  the  New  Almaden  Company  rests  npon 
the  following  condition  annexed  to  the  grant: 

*'2.  The  land  herein  referred  to  is  one  league  of  the  larger 
size,  a  little  more  or  less,  ae  is  explained  by  the  map  accom-^ 
panying  the  espediente.  The  judge  who  shall  give  the  posses- 
sion shall  have  it  measured,  in  conformity  to  law,  leaving  the 
surplus  which  remains  to  the  nation,  for  the  purposes  which 
may  best  suit  it" 

To  this  point  it  is  answered: 

1.  The  airection  to  the  judge  to  "  have  it  measured  in  con- 
formity to  law,  leaving  the  surplus  which  remains  to  the 
nation,"  is  a  formal  direction,  accompanying  most,  if  not  all,. 
California  grants,  and  does  not  in  this  case  limit  or  define  any 
precise  quantity.  This  direction  is  annexed  to  grants,  whether 
there  be  or  be  not  any  surplus,  and  it  does  not  import  that  any 
surplus  will  remain. 

The  surplus  to  be  lefb  to  the  nation  is  what  remains  after 
"it,"  viz:  "the  land  herein  referred  to"  shall  be  measured. 
But  the  "land  referred  to"  is  one  league  of  the  larger  size,  a 
little  more  or  less,  as  is  explained  by  the  map  accompanying 
the  espediente.  No  exact  quantity  is  expressed  in  the  condi- 
tion, but  reference  is  made  to  the  espediente  as  explaining 
what  has  been  granted  and  is  to  be  measured.  The  condition 
therefore  expresses  an  indeterminate  quantity,  to  be  made  cer- 
tain by  measurement  according  to  the  boundaries  defined  in 
the  grant  itself,  in  connection  with  which  the  condition  is  to 
be  interpreted,  and  by  the  map  to  which  reference  is  made. 
The  words  "a  little  more  or  less"  following  the  words  "one 
league  of  the  larger  size,"  repel  the  idea  that  exactly  one  league- 
and  no  more  was  intended;  for  if  that  exact  quantity  was- 
meant,  the  words  "a  little  more  or  less"  would  not  have  been, 
added. 

In  eveiy  California  case  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court,  it 
has  been  held  that  the  subsequent  conditions  could  not  defeat 
the  precedent  grant  And  although  a  limitation  of  quantity 
clearly  expressed  may  restrict  prior  terms  of  larger  import,  yet, 
in  the  absence  of  clear  expression,  such  restriction  is  not  to  be 
imposed.  It  is  a  fundamental  rule  of  construction,  that  a  con- 
sistent  and  reasonable  effect  is  to  be  given,  if  possible,  to  all 
ihe  words  of  a  written  instrument.  The  addition  of  the  words 
"a  little  more  or  less,"  implies  some  meaning  in  the  grantor — 
for  explanation  of  that  meaning,  distinct  reference  is  made  by 
the  condition  itself  to  the  diseno.  The  grant,  then,  is  for  land 
not  limited  to  an  exact  quantity  by  the  condition,  but  "as  is 
explained"  in  the  diseno.  The  grantor  used  words  having 
some  meaning,  and  referred  to  a  particular  document  to  ex- 
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plain,  and  which  does  explain,  that  meaning  consistently  with 
the  boundaries  specified  in  the  body  of  the  ^rant;  the  words 
tlierefore  cannot  be  rejected,  nor  the  condition  construed  a6 
if  they  were  stricken  out 

In  the  case  of  The  United  States  v.  Larkin  et  al.,  18  How., 
661,  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  **the  plan  or  sketch  in  the 
espediente,  in  connection  with  the  description  given  in  the  grant, 
furnishes  all  the  materials  essential  to  determine  the  bounda- 
ries.'' That  creeks,  hills,  and  mountain  ranges,  exhibited  on 
the  maps  or  diseno,  and  referred  to  in  the  ^ant,  are  adequate 
monuments,  and  define  boundaries  of  California  grants  with 
sufiScient  certainty,  was  decided  in  Pedrorena's  case.  (19 
How.,  365.) 

No  principle  of  law  is  better  settled,  than  that  designated 
boundaries  called  for  in  a  grant  control  in  general  the  quantity 
of  land  that  passes  by  the  grant. 

Of  the  multitude  of  cases  on  this  point,  reference  to  a  few 
only  need  be  made.  "Where  the  boundaries  of  land  are 
fixed,  known,  and  unquestionable  monuments,  although  neither 
courses  nor  distances,  nor  the  computed  contents,  correspond, 
the  monuments  must  govern."  (6  Mass.,  181;  2  Mass.  Kep., 
880;  5Pick.  Rep.,  186;  6  Wheat,  582;  8  Wend.,  188;  III. 
S.  ^jg-9  Bound.,  474,  and  cases  cited.) 

"  Where  a  deed  describes  land  by  its  admeasurement,  and  at 
the  same  time  by  known  and  visible  monuments,  these  latter 
shall  govern.  "(4  U.  S.  Dig.,  Bound.,  and  cases  cited;  Cleve- 
land 17.  Smith,  2  Story,  278;   Nelson  v.  Hall,  2  McLean,  518.J 

'^In  locating  lands,  well-ascertained  natural  or  artificial 
boundaries  are  to  prevail  over  course,  distance,  and  quantity; 
and  although  the  boundaries  included  136,000  acres  instead 
of  14,900,  die  number  called  for  by  the  deed,  the  boundaries 
were  held  to  govern."    (Sturgeon  v.  Floyd,  8  Rich,  80.) 

An  illustration  of  this  rule  is  furnished  by  an  early  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  Lodge's  Lessee  v. 
Lee,  6  Cranch,  287,  where  a  grant  of  an  island  by  name,  super- 
adding courses,  distances,  and  quantity,  which  were  found  to 
exclude  a  part  of  the  island,  was  held  to  pass  the  whole  island, 
without  regard  to  the  courses,  distances,  and  quantity,  called 
for  by  the  deed.     (6  Cranch,  287.) 

But  it  is  deemed  needless  to  multiply  authorities  upon  a  rule 
cf  law  so  well  established. 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
'  The  appellee  presented  to  the  board  of  commissioners,  ap* 
pointed  under  tne  act  of  Congress  of  the  8d  March,  1861,  ^9 
Sla;t«  at  L.,  682,  ch.  41,)  to  settle  private  land  claims  in  Call 
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fbrnia^  a  claim  for  tbree*fourt1is  of  a  leagae  of  land,  knoWn  as 

Krt  of  the  Canada  de  los  Capitancillos.  He  produced  to  the 
ard  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  authenticity  of  a  grant  from 
the  Governor  of  California,  bearing  date  in  1842,  to  Jnsto 
LarioB,  for  a  parcel  of  land  having  that  name ;  also  that  LarioB 
had  occupied,  improved,  and  cultivated  it,  conformably  to  the 
conditions  of  the  grant;  that  in  1845  he  had  sold  it  to  a  person 
from  whom  the  appellee  deduced  his  title  to  an  undivided 
three-fourths  interest,  and  that  his  share  had  been  set  apart  to 
him  by  a  valid  conveyance.  The  board  pronounced  in  favor 
of  the  validity  of  the  grant,  and  rendered  a  decree  of  confirma- 
tion in  favor  of  the  claimant  for  land  included  in  specific  and 
well-defined  boundaries,  but  adding  as  a  part  of  the  description 
the  quantity  that  was  embraced  m  them.  It  is  somewhat 
doubtful  whether  the  board  designed  to  impose  a  limitation  to 
the  claim  for  the  quantity  thus  declared.  From  this  decree 
the  United  States  appealed  to  the  District  Court.  In  that 
court  the  appellee  confessed  that  the  decree  of  the  commis- 
sioners was  erroneous,  because  it  did  not  describe  in  a  manner 
sulficiently  certain  the  boundaries  of  the  tract  of  land  intended 
to  be  confirmed  to  the  claimant,  and  consented  that  the  de- 
cision should  be  reversed,  and  such  decree  be  entered  in  the 
District  Court  as  might  be  lawful  and  proper  upon  the  whole 
evidence. 

The  claimant  proceeded  to  examine  a  number  of  witnesses 
to  identify  the  locative  calls  of  the  grant  to  Larios,  and  pro- 
duced documentary  evidence  from  the  archives  disclosine  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  grant  was  asked  for  and  ob- 
tained, in  order  to  determine  with  exactness  the  subject  on 
which  it  was  designed  to  operate.  He  also  procured  a  survey 
from  the  surveyor  general  of  California,  to  exhibit  the  extent 
and  description  of  the  land  included  in  the  claims  of  those 
who  now  represent  the  rights  of  Larios.  Much  counter  evi- 
dence was  adduced  under  the  direction  of  private  and  adver- 
sary claimants,  to  whom  the  law  ofiicers  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  in  California  seem  to  have  committed 
the  preparation  of  the  case  on  the  appeal  to  the  Distriot 
Court,  and  who  were  allowed  to  maintain,  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States,  the  alternative  of  the  issue  tendered  by  the 
claimant. 

The  District  Court  confirmed  the  claim  of  the  appellee  to 
land  limited  by  specific  boundaries,  and  ascertained  those 
boundaries,  as  they  exist  on  the  laud,  with  precision.  Under 
this  decree,  the  grant  to  Larios  includes  seven  thousand  five 
hundred  and  ei^hty-eiffht  and  ninety  hundredths  acres. 

It  ia  the  opinion  rf  the  court  that  the  intervention  of  advev- 
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wry  claimants  in  the  suit  of  a  petitioner,  under  the  act  of  8d 
March,  1851,  for  the  confirmation  of  his  claim  to  land  in  Cali- 
fornia, is  a  practice  not  to  be  enconraged.  The  board  of  com- 
missioners was  instituted  by  ConCTCSS  to  obtain  a  prompt 
decision  on  the  validi  y  of  private  land  claims,  to  enaole  the 
Government  to  distinguish  the  public  land  from  that  which 
had  been  severed  from  the  public  domain  by  Mexico ;  and  that 
it  might  fulfil  the  obligation  assumed  at  the  time  of  the  cession 
of  California,  to  secure  and  protect  the  property  of  its  inhabit- 
ants. The  jurisdiction  of  the  board  oi  commissioners  in  the 
first  instance,  and  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  ot 
the  United  States,  are  limited  to  the  making  of  decisions  on 
tfie  validity  of  the  claim,  preliminary  to  its  location  and  survey 
by  the  surveyor  general  of  California,  acting  under  the  laws 
of  the  United  States.  This  officer  is  required  to  survey  and 
to  furnish  plats  of  the  claim  that  may  be  confirmed. 

In  reference  to  interfering  and  conflicting  claims,  he  is  au- 
thorized to  decide  by  adopting  the  lines  agreed  to  by  the 
i'laimants ;  and  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement,  to  follow  the 
rule  of  justice.  The  acts  of  Congress  provide,  that  neither  the 
decisions  of  the  commissioners,  nor  of  the  District  or  Supreme 
Court,  nor  of  the  surveyor  general,  nor  the  surveys  or  patents 
made  in  pursuance  of  them,  shall  preclude  a  legal  investigation 
and  decision,  by  the  proper  judicial  tribunal,  between  parties 
having  such  interfering  claims ;  and  provision  is  made  in  the 
act  of  8d  March,  1851,  for  a  contest  of  the  right  of  the  con- 
firmee before  the  issue  of  the  patent,  but  after  the  location  and 
survey ;  and  a  patent  under  the  act  is  only  conclusive  between 
the  United  States  and  the  claimant,  and  does  not  affect  third 
persons.  ^9  Stat,  at  L.,  681,  ch.  41;  4  Stat,  at  L.,  492,  ch. 
116,  sec.  o.)  The  language  and  policy  of  these  enactments 
limit  a  controversy  like  the  present  to  the  United  States  and 
the  claimant. 

We  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  board  of  commissioners 
and  of  the  District  Court,  that  affirms  the  validity  of  the  grant 
of  the  Qovemor  of  California  to  Justo  Larios,  and  the  rega- 
'arity  of  the  conveyances  through  which  the  claimant  deduces 
uis  title. 

The  papers  in  the  record  show,  that  in  1842  the  nroprietors 
of  adiacent  ranches  in  the  valley  de  los  CapitanciUos  (Larios 
and  Berreyesa]  had  a  dispute  concerning  the  location  of  their 
line  of  separation,  which  was  carried  before  the  public  author* 
*ties  for  settlement;  that  Larios,  after  the  adjustment  of  the 
controversy,  represented  to  the  Governor  that,  since  1886,  he 
liad  occupied  his  place  in  the  Canada  under  a  purchase  from  a 
ftmner  proprietor ;  that  the  records  of  his  title  had  been  lost, 
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and  that  he  desired  to  obtain  a  grant  which  wonld  declare  hia 
right.  This  petition  was  accompanied  by  a  sketch  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  its  contents  were  represented  to  be  one  league,  a  little 
more  or  less.  The  Governor  made  the  necessary  order  for  the 
issue  of  the  grant,  in  conformity  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  and 
the  grant  itself  was  issued  in  August,  1842.  In  the  grant^  the 
petition  for  the  land  known  as  Capitancillos — bounded  by  the 
sierra,  bv  the  Arroyo  Seco  on  the  side  of  the  establishment  of 
Santa  Clara,  and  by  the  rancho  of  the  citizen  Jos6  R.  Berreye- 
sa,  which  has  for  ooundary  a  line  running  from  the  junction 
of  the  Arroyo  Seco  and  Arroyo  de  los  Alamitos,  southward, 
to  the  sierra,  passing  by  the  eastern  base  of  the  small  hill  situ- 
ate in  the  centre  of  the  canado — is  recited ;  and  the  Governor 
granted  it  to  Larios,  to  be  his  property,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Departmental  Assembly,  and  to  the  performance  of  four 
conditions.     The  second  and  third  of  these  conditions  are : 

"2d.  He  shall  solicit  the  proper  judge  to  gi\e  him  judicial 
possession,  in  virtue  of  this  decree,  by  whom  the  boundaries 
shall  be  marked  out,  and  he  shall  put  on  the  boundaries,  in 
addition  to  the  landmarks,  some  fruit  trees  or  useful  forest 
trees. 

"3d.  The  land  herein  referred  to  is  one  league  of  the  larger 
size,  a  little  more  or  less,  as  is  explained  by  the  map  accom- 
panying this  espedierUe.  The  judge  who  shall  give  the  posses- 
sion shall  have  it  measured,  in  conformity  to  law,  leaving  the 
surplus  which  remains  to  the  nation,  for  the  purposes  which 
may  best  suit  it." 

The  southern,  western,  and  eastern  boundaries  of  the  land 
granted  to  Larios  are  well  defined,  and  the  objects  exist  by 
which  those  limits  can  be  ascertained.     There  is  no  call  in  the 

Sant  for  a  northern  boundarj^,  nor  is  there  anjr  reference  to 
e  diseno  for  any  natural  object,  or  other  descriptive  call,  to 
ascertain  it.     The  grant  itself  furnishes  no  other  criterion  for 
determining  that  boundary  than  the  limitation  of  the  quantity, 
as  is  expressed  in  the  third  condition.     This  is  a  controlling 
condition  in  the  grant.     The  delivery  of  Judicial  possession^ 
an  essential  ceremony  to  perfect  the  title  m  the  land  system 
of  Mexico,  was  to  be  accommodated  to  it.     The  diseno  pre- 
sented by  the  donee  to  the  Governor,  to  inform  him  of  his 
wants,  represents  the  quantity  to  be  one  league,  a  little  more 
or  less.     This  representation  is  assumed  to  be  true  by  the 
Governor,  and  it  forms  the  basis  on  which  his  consent  to  the 
etitioL  is  yielded.    He  prescribes  to  the  officer  to  whom  he 
nfided  the  duty  of  completing  the  title,  to  measure  a  speci- 
i  quantity,  leaving  the  surplus  that  remains  to  the  nation^ 
preparatory  to  the  delivery  of  judicial  possession  to  the 
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grantee.  The  obligation  of  the  United  States  to  this  grantee 
will  be  fulfilled  by  uie  performance  of  the  executive  acts,  which 
are  devolved  in  the  grant  on  the  local  authority,  and  which 
are  declared  in  the  two  conditions  before  cited.  We  regard 
these  conditions  to  contain  a  description  of  the  thing  granted, 
and,  in  connection  with  the  other  calls  of  the  grant,  they  ena- 
ble us  to  define  it.  We  reject  the  words  "a  little  more  oi 
less,"  as  havingno  meaning  in  a  system  of  location  and  survey 
like  that  of  the  U  nited  States,  and  that  the  claim  of  the  grantee 
is  valid  for  the  quantity  clearly  expressed.  If  the  limitation 
of  the  quantity  had  not  been  so  explicitly  declared,  it  might 
have  been  proper  to  refer  to  the  petition  and  the  diseno,  or  to 
have  inquired  if  the  name  Capitancillos  had  any  significance 
as  connected  with  the  limits  of  the  tract,  in  order  to  give  effect 
to  the  ffraut.  But  there  is  no  necessity  for  additional  inqui- 
ries. The  grant  is  not  affected  with  any  ambiguitv.  The  in- 
tention of  the  Government  of  California  is  distinctly  declared,, 
and  there  is  no  rule  of  law  to  authorize  us  to  depart  from 
the  grant  to  obtain  evidence  to  contradict,  vary,  or  limit  its 
import. 

The  grant  to  Larios  is  for  one  league  of  land,  to  be  taken 
within  the  southern,  western,  and  eastern  boundaries  desig- 
nated therein,  and  which  is  to  be  located,  at  the  election  of 
the  grantee  or  his  assigns,  under  the  restrictions  established 
for  the  location  and  survey  of  private  land  claims  in  California 
by  the  executive  department  of  this  Government.  The  exter^ 
nal  boundaries  designated  in  the  grant  may  be  declared  by 
the  District  Court  from  the  evidence  on  file,  and  such  other 
evidence  as  may  be  produced  before  it,  and  the  claim  of  an 
interest  equal  to  three-fourths  of  the  land  granted  is  confirmed 
to  the  appellee. 

The  decree  of  the  District  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
is  remanded  to  that  court,  with  directions  to  enter  a  decree 
conforming  to  this  opinion. 


Jambs  H.  Sxtsdam,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  William  H.  Wil- 
liamson, David  R  Williamson,  Mary  A.  Williamson,  Lsa- 
BELLA  Williamson,  Cathbrinb  B.  Williamson,  Charlottb 
A.  Williamson,  Rupbrt  J.  Coohran,  Isabblla  M.  Coohranb, 

AND  BaTARD  ClARKB. 

Rulings  of  the  court  below,  in  admitting  or  r^ecting  evidence,  can  be  brought  to 

this  eonrt  for  reyiiion  onhr  by  a  bill  of  exceptions. 
Brerj  spedal  yerdict,  in  order  to  enable  the  appellate  court  to  act  upon  H,  miisi 

find  the  fkcts  on  which  the  court  is  to  pronounce  the  judgment  a(.cording  to  law. 

and  not  mere^  state  the  erldence  of  facts.    In  this  manner  it  be  comet  a  part  of 

tbe  record. 
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Where  there  is  a  bill  of  exceptions,  the  writ  of  enor  does  not  operate  onl/  npoa 
that  part  of  the  record.  WhereTcr  an  error  to  apparent  on  the  recordf  it  is  opea 
to  roYision,  whether  it  be  made  to  appear  bjr  a  bill  of  exceptions,  or  in  anj  other 
manner. 

Where  there  is  no  dispute  in  regard  to  the  &ct8,  and  conseqnentlj  no  necessity 
for  any  ruling  of  the  court  in  admitting  or  r^ecting  endence,  the  case  may  be 
brought  before  an  appellate  court  by  a  special  yerdict  or  an  agreed  statement  of 
facts.' 

But  in  such  a  case,  the  previous  rulings  of  the  court  upon  questions  of  evidence  do 
not  come  before  the  appellate  court,  unless  brought  up  by  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  may  include  in  its  scope  the  rulings  of  the  court  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  evidence,  which  a  demurrer  to  evidence  cannot  do. 

A  demurrer  to  evidence  makes  the  evidence  a  part  of  the  record. 

So  where  oyer  of  any  instrument  is  prayed,  or  there  is  a  demurrer  to  any  part  of 
the  pleadings. 

A  writ  of  error  operates  only  upon  the  record,  and  brings  it  into  this  court 

Therefore,  where  a  paper  was  filed  in  the  court  below  after  the  writ  of  erroj  was 
issued,  which  paper,  purporting  to  contain  all  the  evidence,  both  admitted  and 
rejected,  was  signed  by  the  judge  and  certified  to  be  correct  by  the  counsel  of 
the  appellee,  and  concluded  as  follows:  <<  A  verdict  was  then,  by  direction  of  the 
court,  taken  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  premises  claimed,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  court  upon  the  questions  of  law,  with  liberty  to  turn  this  case  into  a  special 
verdict  or  bill  of  exceptions,"  this  paper  cannot  be  considered  a  part  of  the  record. 

A  special  verdict  requires  the  presence  and  assent  of  the  court,  and  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions must  always  be  signed  and  sealed  by  the  judge. 

tn  this  case,  the  paper  is  merely  a  report  of  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial, 
and  as  such  must  be  disregarded  by  this  court. 

Under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  where  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court  is  not  shown  upon  the  record,  the  writ  of  error  must  be  dismissed ;  but 
under  the  twenty-second  section,  if  no  error  appears  upon  the  record,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed 


This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York. 


It  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  defendants  in 
error  against  Suydam  to  recover  two  lots  of  ground  in  the  city 
of  New  York.  On  the  part  of  the  defendants  in  error,  it  was 
eontended  that  every  material  question  in  the  case  was  adjudged 
by  this  court  in  the  cases  of  Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  Howard, 
495;  Williamson  v.  The  Irish  Presbvterian  Congregation,  8 
Howard,  565;  and  Williamson  v.  Ball,  8  Howard,  566.  The 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  alleged  that  this  case  was  un- 
like those  in  several  important  particulars.  But  as  the  decision 
of  this  court  turned  altogether  upon  the  manner  in  which  the 
<^e  had  been  brought  up,  it  is  only  necessary  to  state  so  much 
of  it  as  will  illustrate  the  point  of  practice. 

The  record  showed  a  declaration  in  ejectment,  a  plea  of  not 

^ilty,  isi^ue  joined,  suggestion  of  the  death  of  some  of  the 

Uintifi  and  substitution  of  their  heirs,  empannellinfi^  of  a  jury. 

lir  verdict  of  guilty  against  Suydam,  the  case  held  under  a 
ia,  the  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  with  costs,  and  a  prayer 
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for  a  writ  of  possession,  which  was  granted.   Judgment  signed 
this  6th  day  of  December,  1864.  R.  E.  Stilwbll, 

DepiUy  Clerk 
Then  came  the  following: 

CircuU  Court  United  States j  Southern  District  of  New  York. 

WiLLiAMiNA  H.  Williamson  bt  al.  o.  James  H.  Sutdam. 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  for  two  lots  in  the  sixteenth 
ward  of  the  city  of  If  ew  York.  The  declaration  is  in  the  usual 
form ;  the  plea  is  not  guilty.  Either  party  may  refer  to  the 
pleadings  as  part  of  this  case. 

The  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  an  exemplified  copy  of  the 
will,  &c.,  &;c.,  &c. 

The  plaintiffs  thereupon  rested. 

The  defendants'  counsel  then  prov.ed  the  acts  of  the  Legis- 
lature,  the  deed  of  Clement  C.  Moore,  the  petitions  to  the 
Le^slature  and  to  the  chancellor,  the  master's  reports,  the 
orders  of  the  chancellor,  the  extracts  from  the  journals  of  the 
two  Houses,  of  which  copies  are  hereto  annexed ;  these  were 
all  objected  to  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel,  and  were  read  subject 
to  the  objection. 

The  defendants'  counsel  then  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  from 
Thomas  B.  Clarke  to  Peter  Mclntyre,  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy,  &c.,  &c.,  &c. 

The  plaintiffs'  counsel  then  offered  to  prove — 

1st.  That  the  acts  of  the  Legislature  were  not  for  the  benefit 
of  the  infants,  but  for  the  benefit  of  Thomas  B.  Clarke  merely. 

2d.  That  the  orders  of  the  chancellor  had  the  effect  to  take 
the  proceeds  of  their  future  interest  in  the  property  sold,  and 
to  apply  the  same  to  the  father's  debts,  without  giving  them 
any  benefit,  by  support  or  otherwise,  out  of  the  interest  of  the 
life  estate  in  other  parts  of  the  property. 

3d.  That  under  the  acts  and  orders  he  actually  aliened  the 
lot  on  Broadway  and  all  the  southern  moiety  of  the  Green- 
wich property,  excepting  two  lots,  and  that  none  of  the  chil- 
dren received  any  benefit  from  such  alienation. 

4th.  That  nearly  the  whole  of  the  property  mentioned  in  the 
acts  of  Legislature  was  mortgaged  or  conveyed  by  Thomas  B. 
Clarke  for  old  debts ;  that  no  proceeds  were  ever  invested  or 
secured,  or  ever  received,  from  the  grantors  or  mortgagees. 

5th.  That  so  fietr  from  providing  ror  the  children  or  protect- 
ing the  estate,  he  suffered  a  large  portion  of  the  northern 
moiety  to  be  sold  for  assessments,  ana  was  proceeding  to  dis> 
Bose  of  the  same  moiety  for  twenty-one  years,  when,  on  the 
Slslt  of  March,  1826,  a  bill  was  filed  against  him  on  behatf  of 
41ie  ehdldron,  and  an  injunction  issued. 
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6th.  That  on  the  death  of  his  wife  he  broke  up  housekeeping, 
and  ceased  to  live  with  his  children ;  that  the  plaintiiF  was  Mrs. 
Williamson;  was,  from  the  death  of  her  mother,  in  Augusti 
1816,  supported  and  educated  entirely  by  one  of  her  aunts; 
and  that,  after  about  two  years  from  the  mother's  death,  the 
other  children  were  supported  and  educated  by  their  friends, 
and  were  entirely  neglected  by  their  father. 

The  defendants'  counsel  objected;  the  objection  was  sus- 
tained.   The  plaintiffi'  counsel  excepted. 

A  verdict  was  then,  by  direction  of  the  court,  taken  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  premises  claimed,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  court  upon  the  questions  of  law,  with  liberty  to  either  party 
to  turn  this  case  into  a  special  verdict  or  bill  of  exceptions. 

Samuel  B.  Betts.  [l.  s.] 

Endorsed :  127,  Circuit  Court,  southern  district  New  York 
Williamina  H.  Williamson  et  al.,  agt.  James  H.  Suydam. — Cp. 
case. — Jas.  L.  Sluyter,  plaintiflfe'  attorney. 
.    Filed  this  29th  January,  1856. 

Then  followed  a  transcript  of  other  papers  in  the  case.  The 
ViTit  of  error  was  dated  18tn  December,  1864. 

This  wa«  the  state  of  the  record  upon  which  the  case  was 
brought  up  to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  EUingioood  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
Mr.  Field  for  the  defendants;  but  as  their  arguments  were  upon 
the  merits  of  the  case,  they  are  omitted  in  uda  report. 

Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  was  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York. 

The  view  we  have  taken  of  this  case,  as  it  is  exhibited  in 
the  record,  renders  an  extended  statement  of  the  facts  entirely 
unnecessary.  It  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  in  the 
court  below  to  recover  the  possession  of  a  certain  parcel  of 
land,  with  the  appurtenances,  situated  in  the  sixteenth  ward 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  described  as  lots  sixty-four  and 
sixty-five,  according  to  a  certain  map  made  by  George  B.  Smith, 
The  declaration,  which  was  in  the  usual  form,  was  filed  in  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York  on  the 
16th  day  of  August,  1846,  and  the  defendant,  James  IL  Buy* 
dam,  appeared,  by  his  attorney,  and  pleaded  that  he  was  not 
guilty  of  unlawfully  withholding  the  premises  claimed  by  the 
plaintifis,  as  was  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  tendered  aa 
issue,  which  was  duly  joined  by  the  plaintiffii.    Daring  the 
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pendency  of  the  suit,  and  before  the  trial,  two  of  the  plaintiffs, 
Deing  the  two  first  named  in  the  declaration,  died,  and  the 
cause  was  regularly  revived  in  the  name  of  the  survivors  and 
the  heirs  of  those  deceased.  At  the  adjourned  session  of  the 
Circuit  Court  held  at  the  city  of  New  York  on  the  first  Mon- 
day of  October,  1849,  the  parties  went  to  trial  on  the  general 
issue,  and  the  jury  returned  a  general  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintifis;  after  the  verdict,  the  cause  was  continued,  as  the 
record  states,  until  the  first  Monday  of  October,  1850,  and 
"the  same  day  is  given  to  the  parties  to  hear  the  judgment  of 
the  court,"  and  on  that  day  the  judgment  was  rendered  on  the 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  tnat  they  do  recover  against  the  saia 
James  H.  Suydam  the  possession  of  the  said  premises  accord- 
ing to  the  said  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  for  their  damages,  costs, 
and  charges ;  and  a  writ  of  possession  was  duly  issued,  directed 
to  the  marshal  of  the  district.  All  these  proceedings  were  in 
the  usual  course  of  judicial  action,  and  were  duly  and  formally 
entered  on  the  record  of  the  suit,  and  consequently  furnish  no 
^ound  of  complaint  whatever  on  the  part  of  the  present  plain- 
tifl^  who  was  the  defendant  in  the  court  below.  The  declara- 
tion contained  on  its  face  a  good  cause  of  action,  and  the  gen- 
eral issue  and  joinder  were  regularly  filed  in  the  cause,  and 
were  entirely  sufficient  to  make  up  a  valid  issue  between  the 
parties  to  the  suit;  and  the  verdict,  which  was  strictly  formal 
and  legal,  was  in  every  respect  responsive  to  the  issue  formed. 
It  appears  that  the  jury  found,  in  the  verv  words  of  the  issue, 
that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  unlawftilly  withholding  the 
premises  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  alleged  m  the  declaration; 
and  the  judgment  followed  the  verdict,  and  was  founded  upon 
it,  for  the  premises  as  they  were  set  forth  and  described  in  the 
pleadings.  Every  step  in  the  cause,  from  the  filing  of  the  dec- 
laration to  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  possession,  was  in  exact 
conformity  to  the  most  approved  practice  and  precedents  in 
the  Federal  courts. 

We  do  not  understand  that  the  pleadines  or  the  re^larity 
of  the  proceedings  are  in  any  manner  called  in  question,  ex- 
cept as  the  foundation  of  a  judgment,  which  it  is  insisted  was 
erroneous,  for  reasons  altogether  aside  from  any  connection 
with  mere  matters  of  form.  The  real  controversy  between  the 
parties  has  reference  more  especially  to  the  right  of  possession, 
and  consequently  extends  to  the  title  of  the  premises  described 
in  the  declaration,  and  necessarily  involves  the  principal  ques- 
tiona  which  were  presented  to  this  court  at  the  December  term, 
1850,  in  the  ease  of  Williamson  et  al.  v.  Berry,  8  How.,  495; 
and  we  regret  that  the  tacts  of  the  case,  and  the  rulings  of  the 
coart  below,  are  not  now  exhibited  in  a  manner  to  justify  this 
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court  in  giving  the  subject  a  re-examination  with  the  aid  of 
the  additional  light  which  has  been  thrown  upon  it  by  the 
elaborate  and  very  able  discussion  at  the  bar;  and  the  more  so, 
as  it  appears  that  a  case  depending  upon  the  same  evidences 
of  title  has  since  that  time  been  before  the  Court  of  Appeals 
of  the  State  of  New  York,  where  a  conclusion  was  reached 
widely  different  from  the  one  expressed  by  this  court  on  the 
former  occasion,  in  the  answers  given  to  the  questions  then 
submitted  for  its  consideration.     The  difficulty,  however,  in 
the  way  of  any  such  examination  at  this  time,  is  insurmounta- 
ble, for  the  reason  that  the  record  does  not  contain  either  a 
bill  of  exceptions,  special  verdict,  or  an  agreed  statement  of 
facts.     Some  of  the  questions  discussed  at  the  bar  might  have 
been  satisfactorily  presented  in  a  special  verdict,  or  by  an 
agreed  statement  of  facts,  while  in  respect  to  others,  apparentiv 
regarded  as  important,  such  as  the  rulings  of  the  court  in  ad- 
mitting or  rejecting  evidence,  it  is  proper  to  remark  that  they 
could  only  be  brought  to  this  court  for  revision  by  a  bill  of 
exceptions.     Such  rulings  are  never  properly  included  in  a 
special  verdict,  any  more  than  in  an  agreed  statement  of  facts. 
A  special  verdict  is  where  the  jury  find  the  facts  of  the  case, 
and  refer  the  decision  of  the  cause  upon  those  facts  to  the 
court,  with  a  conditional  conclusion,  that  if  the  court  should 
be  of  opinion,  upon  the  whole  matter  thus  found,  that  the 
plaintiff  has  a  good  cause  of  action,  they  then  find  for  the 
plaintiff;  and  if  otherwise,  they  then  find  for  the  defendant; 
aud  it  is  of  the  very  essence  of  a  special  verdict,  that  the  jury 
should  find  the  facts  on  which  the  court  is  to  pronounce  the 
Judgment  according  to  law,  and  the  court,  in  giving  judgment^ 
IS  confined  to  the  facts  so  found ;  and  every  special  verdict,  in 
order  to  enable  the  appellate  court  to  act  upon  it,  must  find 
the  facts,  and  not  merely  state  the  evidence  of  facts;  so  that, 
where  it  states  the  evidence  merely,  without  stating  the  con- 
clusions of  the  jury,  a  court  of  error  cannot  act  upon  matters 
so  found.    In  practice,  the  formal  preparation  of  such  a  verdict 
IS  made  by  the  counsel  of  the  parties,  and  it  is  usually  settled 
by  them,  subject  to  the  correction  of  the  court,  according  to 
the  state  of  fects  as  found  by  the  jury,  with  respect  to  all  par- 
ticulars on  which  they  have  passed,  and  with  respect  to  oQier 
particulars,  according  to  the  state  of  facts  which  it  is  agreed 
they  ought  to  find  upon  the  evidence  before  them.    After  the 
special  verdict  is  arranged,  and  it  is  reduced  to  form,  it  is  then 
entered  on  the  record,  together  with  the  other  proceedings  in 
die  cause,  and  the  questions  of  law  arising  on  the  facts  foand 
am  then  decided  by  the  court,  as  in  case  of  a  demurrer;  and 
if  #itlier  partj  is  dissatisfied  with  the  decision,  he  miy^  ^esori 
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to  a  court  of  error,  where  nothing  is  open  for  revision,  except 
the  questions  of  law  inferentially  arising  on  the  facts  stated  m 
the  special  verdict;  and  we  here  remark,  for  the  parpose  of 
illustration,  that  it  is  not  so  much  because  the  proceeding  is 
denominated  a  special  verdict,  that  the  party  by  virtue  of  it  is 
authorized  to  invoke  the  aid  of  a  revisory  tribunal,  as  it  is  be- 
cause it  has  the  effect  to  incorporate  the  facts  of  the  case  into 
the  record,  which  otherwise  would  have  rested  in  parol,  and 
therefore  could  not  have  been  reached  on  a  writ  of  error;  and 
the  same  remark  applies  to  a  bill  of  exceptions,  which  is  a  still 
more  gompreheusive  method  of  enlarging  the  record  by  incor- 
porating into  it  not  only  the  facts  of  the  case,  but  the  rulings 
of  the  court  in  admitting  and  rejecting  evidence,  and  the  in- 
structions given  to  the  jury;  and  after  it  is  signed,  sealed,  and 
filed  in  the  case,  it  becomes  a  part  of  the  record,  and  the  mat- 
ters therein  set  forth  can  no  more  be  disputed  than  those  con- 
tained in  an^  other  part  of  the  same  record,  and  are  alike  sub- 
ject to  revision  in  a  court  of  error.  It  is  a  mistake,  howevei , 
to  suppose  that  in  such  cases  the  writ  of  error  operates  onl/ 
on  the  bill  of  exceptions.  Such  is  never  the  fact,  unless  the 
whole  record  is  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  exceptions;  as  the  op«»* 
ration  of  the  writ  of  error  addresses  itself  to  the  record  as  a  a 
entirety,  and  not  to  any  separate  portion  of  it  as  distinct  froiu 
the  residue;  and  when  the  cause  is  removed  into  the  appellate 
court,  any  error  apparent  in  any  part  of  the  record  is  withio 
the  revisory  power  of  such  tribunal.  The  rule  is,  that  when- 
ever the  error  is  apparent  on  the  record,  it  is  open  to  revision, 
whether  it  be  made  to  appear  by  bill  of  exceptions,  or  in  any 
other  manner.  QBennet  v.  Butterworth,  11  How.,  669 ;  Slacum 
r.  Pomeroy,  6  Cranch,  22L;  Garland  v.  Davis,  4  How.,  181 ; 
Cohen  v,  Virginia,  6  Wheat.,  410.) 

When  a  party  is  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  his  cause 
in  an  inferior  court,  and  intends  to  seek  a  revision  of  the  law 
applied  to  the  case  in  a  superior  jurisdiction,  he  must  take 
care  to  raise  the  questions  of  law  to  be  revised,  and  put  the 
facts  on  the  record  for  the  information  of  the  appellate  tribu- 
nal ;  and  if  he  omits  to  do  so  in  any  of  the  methods  known  to 
the  practice  of  such  courts,  he  must  be  content  to  abide  the 
couseauences  of  his  own  neglect.  Evidence,  whether  written 
or  oral,  and  whether  given  to  the  court  or  to  the  jury,  does  nol 
become  a  part  of  the  record,  unless  made  so  bv  some  regular 
proceeding  at  the  time  of  the  trial  and  before  the  rendition  of 
the  jud^ent.  Whatever  the  error  may  be,  and  in  whatever 
stage  of  the  cause  it  may  have  occurred,  it  must  appear  in  the 
record,  else  it  cannot  be  revised  in  a  court  of  error  exercising 
jurisdiction  according  to  the  course  of  the  common-  law.    A  bill 

VOL.  XX.  28 


48-1  SUPREME  COUKT. 

Suydam  y.  WilHarruon  et  aL 


of  exceptions  undoubtedly  is  the  safest  method,  as  it  is  the 
most  comprehensive  one  in  its  operation ;  and  where  the  facts 
are  disputed,  and  cannot  be  arranged  except  from  evidence  ad- 
mitted under  the  ruling  of  the  court  as  to  its  admissibility, 
oftentimes  it  becomes  the  only  effectual  mode  by  which  all  the 
rights  of  the  complaining  party  can  be  preserved.  On  the 
otner  hand,  where  there  is  no  dispute  in  regard  to  the  facts, 
and  consequently  no  necessity  for  any  ruling  of  the  court  in 
admitting  or  rejecting  evidence,  the  same  purpose  may  be 
safely  accomplished  by  a  special  verdict,  or,  according  to  the 
rule  established  in  this  court,  by  an  agreed  statement  of  fects. 
OJnited  States  v.  EUason,  16  Pet.,  291;  Stimpson  v.  Railroad 
Company,  10  How.,  329;  Graham  v.  Bayne,  18  How.,  60.) 
Where  the  facts  are  without  dispute,  and  agreed  between  the 
parties,  a  statement  of  the  same  may  be  drawn  up  and  entered 
on  the  record,  and  submitted  directly  to  the  court,  for  its  de- 
cision, without  the  intervention  of  a  jurv;  or  a  general  verdict 
may  be  taken,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  tne  court  upon  the  foots 
so  agreed ;  and  in  either  case,  the  aggrieved  party  may  bring 
error  after  final  judgment,  and  have  the  questions  of  law,  ari- 
sing upon  the  facts  thus  spread  upon  the  record,  re-examined, 
as  m  the  case  of  a  special  verdict.  -  (Faw  r.  Bordeau,  3  Cran., 
174;  Brent  v.  Chapman,  6  Cran.,  868.) 

It  should  be  observed,  however,  that  the  rulings  previously 
made  by  the  court,  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evidence  during 
the  progress  of  the  trial,  are  no  more  revisable  on  a  special 
case,  as  it  is  called,  when  the  verdict  is  taken  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court  on  an  agreed  state  of  facts,  than  where 
the  agreed  statement  is  submitted  directly  to  the  court,  without 
the  intervention  of  the  jury;  and  .for  the  obvious  reason  that, 
in  the  one  case  as  much  as  in  the  other,  the  foundation  laid 
for  the  action  of  the  revisory  tribunal  is  based  upon  the  con- 
sent of  the  parties  to  the  suit,  and  consequently  the  action  of 
the  appellate  court  must  be  confined  to  the  facts  as  they 
were  agreed,  and  as  they  appear  in  the  record  of  the  case. 

S Arthurs  v.  Hart,  17  How.,  6;  Bixler  v.  Kunkle,  17  S.  and  R., 
110.)  At  one  time  an  attempt  was  made  to  introduce  a  differ- 
ent practice  into  this  court;  but  it  was  distinctly  disclaimed, 
and  nas  never  been  sanctioned  in  writs  of  error  to  any  of  the 
Circuit  Courts  in  States  where  the  proceedings  are  according 
to  the  course  of  the  common  law.  (Shankland  v.  The  Corpo- 
ration of  Washington,  5  Pet,  890.) 

In  that  case,  it  was  agreed  by  the  parties  that  the  question 
of  the  admissibility,  competency,  and  sufficiency  of  the  evi^ 
dence  to  maintain  the  action,  should  be  submitted  to  the  courts 
Mid  thaty  in  considering  the  evidence,  the  court  should  draw 
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from  it^  BO  &r  as  it  was  admissible  and  competent,  eyeiy  in* 
forenco  of  fact  and  law  which  it  would  have  been  competent 
for  a  jury  to  have  drawn  from  it;  and  that  agreement  was  ap- 
pended to  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  on  which  the  case  was 
submitted  to  the  determination  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  this 
District,  Subsequently,  it  was  brought  into  this  court  on  a 
writ  of  error  for  revision,  and  was  heard  and  determined  upon 
the  matters  properly  exhibited  in  the  record ;  but  this  court, 
in  giving  judgment,  took  occasion  to  characterize  the  agree- 
ment as  an  unusual  one,  and  denied  that  it  was  competent  for 
parties  to  impose  any  such  duties  on  this  court,  and  expressly 
declared  that  the  case  was  not  to  be  drawn  into  precedent. 
Whenever  the  parties  to  a  pending  suit  desire  to  place  the  facts 
•of  the  case  upon  the  record,  so  as  to  secure  the  right  to  have 
the  law  arising  on  the  facts  revised  on  a  writ  of  error,  they 
must  adopt  some  one  of  the  methods  already  suggested  to  ef- 
fectuate that  purpose,  as  there  are  no  other  effectual  methods 
by  which  it  can  be  accomplished. 

Other  modes  are  known  to  the  practice  of  this  court,  by 
which  the  evidence  produced  against  a  party  may  in  certain 
cases  be  put  on  the  record  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  according 
to  the  circumstances,  so  as  to  secure  the  right  to  have  the 
questions  of  law  arising  upon  it  revised  on  a  writ  of  error;  but 
every  proceeding  of  that  kind  is  either  so  limited  in  its  appli- 
x^ation  or  so  tied  up  by  conditions,  that  they  are  seldom  of 
much  practical  importance,  and  are  only  referred  to  on  the 
present  occasion  to  confirm  the  proposition  already  advanced, 
that  no  ancillary  step  in  the  cause  is  of  any  avail  to  a  party  as 
laying  the  foundation  to  support  a  writ  of  error,  any  farther 
than  it  has  the  effect  to  place  on  the  record  what  otherwise 
would  rest  in  parol.  Formerly  it  was  considered  that  a  party 
might  always  demur  to  the  evidence  produced  against  him,  as 
A  matter  of  right;  and  while  that  was  so,  a  demurrer  to  evidence 
was  equally  effectual  with  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  extent  of 
its  operation.  (4  Chitt.  Gen.  Prac.,  7 ;  2  Inst.,  427.)  The  bill 
of  exceptions  was  always  the  more  comprehensive  remedy,  be- 
cause it  extended,  as  it  still  does,  not  only  to  the  facts  in  the 
case,  but  also  to  the  rulings  of  the  court  in  admitting  or  reject 
ing  evidence,  and  to  the  instructions  given  to  the  jury  upon 
its  legal  effect.  A  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  while  its  opera- 
tion m  one  respect  is  nearly  the  same  as  that  of  the  bill  of  ex- 
<^eption8,  in  another  is  very  different.  It  extends  only  to  the 
-evidence  produced,  as  the  term  imports,  and  has  no  effect  at 
all  upon  the  rulings  of  the  court  by  which  it  was  received; 
and  as  a  necessary  consequence,  where  the  error  of  the  court 
oonsistB  in  having  admitted  improper  evidence^  the  effect  of  %         ^^ 
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demurrer  to  it  would  be  to  waive  the  objection  to  die  rulings 
instead  of  laying  the  foundation  to  correct  the  error.  (Bulke- 
ly  V.  Butler,  2  Barn,  and  Cress.,  484.)  A  demurrer  to  evidence 
is  defined  by  the  best  text  writers  to  be  a  proceeding  by  which 
the  court  in  which  the  action  is  depending  is  called  upon  to 
decide  what  the  law  is  upon  the  facts  shown  in  evidence,  and 
it  is  regarded  in  general  as  analogous  to  a  demurrer  upon,the 
facts  alleg:ed  in  pleading.  When  a  party  wishes  to  withdraw 
from  the  jury  the  application  of  the  law  to  the  facts,  he  may, 
by  consent  of  the  court,  demur  in  law  upon  the  evidence,  the 
effect  of  which  is  to  take  from  the  juiy  and  refer  to  the  court 
the  application  of  the  law  to  the  facts,  and  thus  the  evidence 
is  made  a  part  of  the  record,  and  is  considered  by  the  court  as 
in  the  case  of  a  special  verdict.  A  mere  description  of  the 
proceeding  is  sufiicient  to  show  that  it  is  the  evidence,  and 
nothing  else,  that  goes  upon  the  record.  Since  it  was  deter- 
mined that  a  demurrer  to  evidence  could  not  be  resorted  to  as 
a  matter  of  right,  it  has  fallen  into  disuse ;  and  as  long  ago  as 
1818,  it  was  regarded  by  this  court  as  an  unusual  proceeding, 
and  one  to  be  allowed  or  denied  by  the  court  in  the  exercise 
of  a  sound  discretion  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
(Young  V.  Black,  7  Cran.,  565;  United  States  Bank  v.  Smith, 
il  Wheat.,  172;  Fowle  v.  Common  Council  of  Alexandria,  11 
Wheat,  822.) 

Another  method  by  which  certain  evidence  may  be  incor- 
porated into  the  record  at  the  nisi  prius  trial  is  by  oyer,  which 
occurs  where  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration,  or  the  defendant 
in  his  plea,  finds  it  necessary  to  make  a  profert  of  a  deed,  pro- 
bate, letters  of  administration,  or  other  instrument,  under  seal, 
and  the  other  party  prays  that  it  may  be  read  to  him,  which 
in  such  a  case  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  be  denied  by  the 
court;  and  the  effect  of  the  proceeding,  in  certain  cases,  is  to 
make  the  instrument  a  part  of  the  pleadings,  and,  consequent- 
ly, to  place  it  within  the  operation  of  a  writ  of  error,  which,  in 
every  case  where  the  proceeding  is  according  to  the  course  of 
the  common  law,  brings  up  the  whole  record ;  and  in  all  these 
cases,  as  well  as  in  the  one  first  named,  it  is  because  the  evi- 
dence, whatever  it  may  be,  is  made  a  part  of  the  record  by  the 
proceeding,  that  the  questions  of  law  arising  upon  it  become  a 

f  roper  subject  of  revision  on  the  writ  of  error.  (1  Chitt.  on 
lead.,  10th  Am.  ed.,  481;  1  Tidd.  Prac.,  8d  Am.  ed.,  686.) 
And  the  same  effect  is  produced  and  the  same  object  is  attaineo 
when  the  defendant  demurs  to  the  declaration,  or  when  either 
party  demurs  to  a  material  portion  of  the  pleadings'  on  which 
the  cause  depends;  and  so  it  must  have  been  understood  hj 
this  court  in  Gorman  et  al.  v.  Lenox,  15  Pet.,  115,  where  it 
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was  held,  in  accordance  with  the  principle  here  advanced,  that 
the  action  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  this  District,  in  sustaining  a 
demurrer  to  a  plea  of  performance  in  a  suit  on  a  replevin  bond, 
was  the  subject  of  revision  on  a  writ  of  error;  and  the  rule 
adopted  in  that  case  was  undoubtedly  correct,  as  the  effect  of 
the  demurrer  was  to  make  the  error  apparent  in  the  record; 
and  when  that  is  so,  it  becomes  the  subject  of  revision  just  as 
much  as  when  it  is  made  to  appear  by  a  bill  of  exceptions  or  a 
special  verdict. 

We  have  now  adverted  to  the  several  methods  acknowledged 
hj  courts  of  error,  by  which  matters  resting  in  parol  at  the 
trial  in  the  subordinate  tribunal  may  be  put  on  the  record,  so 
as  to  lay  a  proper  foundation  for  a  revision  of  the  legal  ques- 
tions  arising  out  of  them  in  the  appellate  court,  and  there  are 
no  others  which  can  be  recognised  in  this  court  in  cases  where 
the  proceedings  are  required  to  be  according  to  the  course  of 
the  common  law.  (Dougherty  v.  Campbell,  1  Blackf.,  24;  Cole 
r.  Driskell,  1  Blackf,  16.) 

A  writ  of  error  is  an  ori^nal  writ,  and  lies  only  when  a  party 
is  aggrieved  by  some  error  m  the  foundation,  proceedings,  judg- 
ment, or  execution,  of  a  suit  in  a  court  of  record,  and  is  defined 
to  be  a  commission,  by  which  the  judges  of  one  court  are  au- 
thorized to  examine  a  record  upon  which  a  judgment  was  given 
in  another  court,  and,  on  such  examination,  to  affirm  or  reverse; 
and  it  was  expressly  held  by  this  court,  in  Cohens  v.  Virginiai 
(6  Whea.,  410,)  that  the  writ  of  error  operated  upon  the  record, 
and  that  its  effect,  under  the  judiciary  act,  was  to  bring  it  into 
this  court,  and  submit  it  to  a  re-examination;  and  it  is  also 
laid  down  by  the  best  writers  on  pleading,  that  nothing  will 
be  error  in  law  that  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record, 
for  matters  not  so  appearing  are  not  supposed  to  have  entered 
into  the  consideration  of  the  judges.    (Steph.  on  Plea.,  121.) 

The  writ  of  error  in  this  case  was  issued  on  the  eighteenth 
day  of  December,  1854,  and  on  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  Jan- 
uary* 1855,  an  additional  paper  was  filed,  which  in  the  traur 
icript  is  denominated  the  '^case,"  and  is  the  one  which  fu> 
nished  all  the  materials  for  the  discussion  at  the  bar.  It 
purports  to  contain  all  the  evidence  introduced  at  the  trial  in 
the  court  below,  as  well  that  given  by  the  defendant  as  that 
given  by  the  plaintifi^,  and  certain  ofiers  of  proof  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs,  which  were  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  and 
excluded  by  the  court.  This  mass  of  evidence,  with  the  exhib- 
its, filling  sixtv  pages  of  the  transcript,  has  respect,  on  the  on« 
side  or  the  other,  to  the  title  and  right  of  possession  to  th« 
premises  described  in  the  declaration,  and  comprises  all  ih# 
evidences  of  title  which  were  before  this  eoart  on  Um  foil 


48b  SjCJPREME  COURT. 

Sv^dam  ▼.  WttUamton  et  oL 

occasion ;  and,  in  addition  thereto,  certain  admissions  of  the 

{)artieB  and  other  parol  evidence.  It  is  now  drawn  up  in  the 
brm  of  a  report  of  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  and  is 
signed  by  him,  and  is  under  seal;  and,  as  we  understand  the 
endorsement,  is  certified  to  be  correct  by  the  counsel  of  the 
plaintiffs.     The  conclusion  of  the  report  is  as  follows : 

"  A  verdict  was  then,  by  direction  of  the  court,  taken  for 
the  plaintiffs,  for  the  premises  claimed,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court  upon  the  questions  of  law,  wiUi  liberty  to  either 
party  to  turn  this  case  into  a  special  verdict  or  bill  of  excep- 
tions." 

Whatever  might  have  been  the  right  of  the  parties  under  that 
report,  it  is  too  plain  for  argument,  that  no  one  connected  with 
its  preparation  could  have  regarded  it  either  as  a  special  verdict 
or  a  bill  of  exceptions.  All  that  it  professed  to  do  was  to  give 
either  party  the  liberty  to  turn  the  case  into  one  or  the  other 
of  those  forms  of  proceeding ;  and  it  is  a  sufficient  anawer  to 
any  pretensions  under  the  report  to  say,  that  the  change  has 
not  been  made;  that,  for  some  reason  unknown  to  this  coui't, 
the  right  to  make  the  change,  if  such  it  was,  has  never  been 
exercised;  and  that  it  is  now  presented  here  in  the  form  in 
which  it  was  prepared  when  it  is  too  late  to  make  the  altera- 
tion. And  we  also  say,  that  this  court  cannot  so  far  depart 
from  the  settled  practice  and  regular  course  of  proceeding  as  to 
give  an  effect  to  the  paper  which  neither  its  contents  nor  terms 
would  warrant;  nor  can  we  attempt  to  do  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error  what  it  was  his  duty  to  have  done  at  the  trial,  and  before 
the  writ  of  error  was  sued  out;  nor  are  we  prepared  to  admit 
that  the  option  given  to  turn  the  case  either  into  a  special  ver- 
dict or  a  bill  of  exceptions  could  have  been  exercised  by  either 
party  under  the  concluding  portion  of  that  report,  without  the 
assent  of  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  and  irrespective 
of  his  authority.  On  the  contrary,  we  conclude  that,  "  where 
a  case  shall  be  made  with  leave  to  turn  the  same  into  a  special 
verdict  or  bill  of  exceptions,  the  party  shall  not  be  at  libertv 
to  do  either,  at  his  election,  but  tne  court  may,  if  they  think 
proper,  prescribe  the  one  which  he  shall  adopt."  (Conk.  Trea.^ 
3d  ed.,  p.  444,) 

Nothing  less  than  the  presence  and  assent  of  the  court,  we 
think,  can  give  any  legal  validity  to  a  special  verdict;  and  in 
respect  to  a  bill  of  exceptions,  it  must  always  be  signed  and 
sealed  by  tiie  judge,  or  else  it  would  be  a  nullity.  (Phelps  v. 
Mayer,  16  How.,  160.)  A  special  verdict  ought  always  to  be 
settled  under  the  correction  of  the  judge  who  presided  at  the 
trial,  and,  whether  prepared  at  the  time  or  subsequently,  it 
dioold  be  filed  as  of  the  term  when  the  trial  took  place.  (Tius 
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ner  v.  Yates,  16  How.,  14;  Sheppard  v,  Wilson,  6  How.,  275.) 
The  necessary  effect  of  the  proceeding,  where  the  verdict  is 
taken  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  coui%  would  be  to  postpone 
the  preparation  of  the  special  verdict  till  after  the  parties  were 
heard,  and  the  opinion  given ;  and  to  that  extent  the  delay  is 
allowable,  though  we  are  by  no  means  prepared  to  admit  that 
it  may  be  done  after  the  cause  has  been  removed  into  this  court. 
The  result  is,  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  on  this  branch 
of  the  case,  that  the  paper  in  the  transcript  denominated  the 
*'  case  "  must  be  considered  merely  as  a  report  of  the  judge  who 
presided  at  the  trial ;  that  it  is  not  a  part  of  the  record,  and, 
consequently,  must  be  wholly  disregarded  by  this  court,  in  de- 
termining  whether  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  ou^ht  to 
be  reversed  or  affirmed.  Having  come  to  that  conclusion,  it 
becomes  unnecessary  to  notice  any  of  the  rulings  of  the  court 
in  admitting  or  excluding  evidence,  as  no  part  of  that  report 
can  be  taken  into  consideration.  The  question  whether  the 
report  of  a  judge  who  tried  the  cause  was  a  part  of  the  record, 
came  up  directly  before  this  court,  in  Ingle  v.  Coolidge,  2  Whea., 
368;  and,  after  a  deliberate  consideration,  the  court  unani- 
mously determined  that  it  did  not.  It  was  a  writ  of  error  to 
the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.  The  record 
showed  that  the  jury  found  a  general  verdict  for  the  original 
plaintiff,  and  the  cause  was  then  continued,  as  the  record  stated, 
"for  the  opinion  of  the  whole  court  upon  the  law  of  the  case, 
as  reported  by  the  judge  who  tried  the  same,  and  at  a  subse* 
quent  term  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
verdict.  When  the  record  was  brought  into  this  court,  the 
report  of  the  judge  was  annexed  to  the  writ  of  error  with  the 
other  proceedings  and  exhibits  in  the  cause,  and  this  court,  in 
speaking  of  the  report,  said :  It  is  not  like  a  special  verdict,  or 
a  statement  of  facts  agreed  of  record,  upon  which  the  court  is 
to  pronounce  its  judgment.  The  judgment  was  rendered  upon 
a  general  verdict,  and  the  report  is  mere  matter  in  pais  to  reg- 
ulate the  discretion  of  the  court  as  to  the  propriety  of  granting 
relief,  or  sustaining  a  motion  for  new  trial. 

Other  cases  have  been  decided  by  this  court,  asserting  the 
same  general  principle,  that  nothing  can  be  considered  upon  a 
writ  of  error  except  what  appears  upon  the  record ;  and  one  m 
particular,  which,  in  that  point  of  view,  bears  a  very  close  anal- 
ogy to  the  case  under  consideration.  We  allude  to  the  case  of 
Minor  v.  Tillotson,  (2  How.,  892,)  which  was  a  writ  of  error  to 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  eastern  district  of  Louisiana,  under 
the  twenty-second  section  of  the  judiciary  act.  A  mass  of  evi 
dence  in  that  case  was  received  from  both  parties,  consisting 
of  concessions  and  grants  under  the  Spanish  Government,  intei^ 
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mediate  conveyances,  documents  showing  the  proceedings  in 
regard  to  the  title  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
parol  testimony;  and  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the  court 
under  an  agreement  that  those  documents,  proceedings,  and 
parol  testimony,  constituted  all  the  evidence  on  which  the  cause 
was  tried,  and  that  the  agreement  was  <^  made  for  a  statement 
of  the  tacts  in  the  case."  This  court  then  said,  it  seems  to  have 
been  supposed  that  the  agreement  of  the  counsel  that  the  evi- 
dence in  the  cause  should  be  considered  as  a  statement  of  facts, 
waa  a  eafficient  ground  for  a  writ  of  error  on  which  a  revision 
of  the  legal  questions  might  be  made,  and  intimated,  very 
strongly,  that  if  it  were  so,  it  would  be  to  require  the  court  to 
try  the  cause  on  its  merits,  and  emphatically  declared,  "this  is 
never  done  on  a  writ  of  error,  which  issues  according  to  the 
course  of  the  common  law."  And  so  also  it  was  held  in  Le- 
land  et  al.  v.  Wilkinson,  (6  Pet.,  317,)  that  the  private  law» 
of  a  State,  and  special  proceedings  of  the  Legislature  of  a 
State,'  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  person 
for  his  debts,  could  not  be  considered,  unless  they  were  found 
in  the  record;  and  in  Williams  v.  Norris,  (12  Whea.,  117,)  it 
was  determined  that  neither  depositions  nor  exhibits,  of  any 
description,  constitute  "  any  part  of  the  record  on  which  the 
judgment  of  an  appellate  court  is  to  be  exercised,  unless  made 
a  part  of  it  by  a  bill  of  exceptions,  or  in  some  other  manner 
recognised  by  law."  These  cases,  we  think,  have  a  strong 
tendency  to  support  the  proposition,  that  the  paper,  in  the 
transcript  denominated  the  "case,"  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
part  of  the  record ;  and  if  not,  then  it  is  clear  that  it  cannot  be 
'considered  on  the  present  occasion,  irrespective  of  the  fact  that 
it  was  not  filed  till  more  than  a  year  atler  the  writ  of  error 
issued,  which  of  itself  is  decisive  of  the  point  that  it  cannot 
be  considered.     (Williams  v.  Korris,  12  Whea.,  p.  120.) 

It  is  certain,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  record; 
and  the  only  remaining  question  is,  what  disposition  ought 
to  be  made  of  the  cause,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case? 

An  important  distinction  exists  in  respect  to  writs  of  error 
Issued  under  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  judiciary  act^ 
from  those  issued  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  same 
act,  which  it  becomes  necessary  to  notice  in  this  connection, 
in  order  to  maintain  a  writ  of  error  to  this  court  from  a  State 
court  within  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  that  act,  it  must  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  record  that  some  one,  at  least,  of  the  ques- 
tions stated  in  that  section  did  arise  in  the  State  court,  and 
that  the  question  was  decided  in  the  State  court,  as  required  in 
the  section;  and  if  it  does  not  so  appear  in  the  record,  then 
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tbin  ooart  has  no  jurisdiction  o\  the  case,  and  in  that  event  the 
writ  of  error  must  be  dismissed,  as  this  court,  under  those  cir- 
cumstances, has  no  power  either  to  reverse  or  affirm  the  judg 
ment  brought  up  for  revision;  and  such  was  the  state  of  the 
record  in  Infflee  v.  Coolidge,  and  accordingly  the  writ  of  error 
was  dismissed.  The  writ  of  error,  however,  in  this  case  issued 
under  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  in  respect 
to  which  a  different  rule  prevails,  as  will  be  seen  by  attendiug 
to  the  lan^age  of  the  act.  That  section  provides,  in  effect, 
that  final  judgments  in  a  Circuit  Court  brought  there  by  ori^- 
nal  process  may  be  re-examined,  and  reversed  or  affirmed,  id 
this  court,  upon  a  writ  of  error;  and  where  the  cause  is  brought 
into  this  court  upon  a  writ  of  error  issued  under  that  section, 
itnd  all  the  proceedings  are  regular,  and  no  question  is  pre- 
sented in  the  record  for  revision,  it  follows,  by  the  express 
words  of  the  section,  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  must  be 
affirmed.  Beyond  question,  the  record  in  this  case  exhibits 
«very  fact  required  by  the  section  to  ^ve  this  court  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  cause,  and  in  strict  compliance  with  the  terras  ol 
the  act.  The  action  was  originally  brought  in  the  Circuit 
Court  for  the  southern  district  of  Ifew  York,  and  the  record 
shows  a  sufficient  declaration  duly  filed  in  court — a  proper 
And  valid  issue  between  the  parties — a  perfect  finding  by  the 
jury  upon  the  issue  joined,  and  a  regular  judgment  on  the 
verdict,  which  was  final,  unless  reversed ;  and  certainly  these 
are  all  the  requisites  of  a  record,  according  to  the  requirements 
of  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  to  entitle  a 
party  to  retain  the  judgment  which  has  been  given  in  his 
favor.  (Minor  et  al.  v.  Tillotson,  1  How.,  287;  Stevens  r. 
Gladding,  19  How.,  64;  Lathrop  v.  Judson,  19  How.,  66.) 
It  is  only  when  the  special  verdict  is  ambiguous  or  imperfect^ 
or  when  it  finds  only  the  evidence  of  facts,  and  not  the  facts 
themselves,  or  finds  but  a  part  of  the  &cts  in  issue,  and  is 
«ilent  as  to  others,  that  this  court  can  regard  the  finding  as  a 
mistrial,  and  order  a  venire  de  novo.  (Barnes  v.  Williams,  11 
Wheat,  416;  Carrington  v.  Pratt,  18  How.,  68;  Prentice  v 
Zane,  8  How.,  484.) 

When  the  record  exhibits  such  a  state  of  facts,  it  is  then 
competent  for  this  court  to  remand  the  cause  for  a  new  trial, 
in  order  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  may  be  perfected.  The 
record  itself  in  such  a  case  shows  the  imperfection  which 
ft  is  the  purpose  of  the  new  trial  to  remedy,  and  it  constitutes 
the  basis  of  the  action  of  the  court  in  giving  the  order  to  send 
Ihe  cause  down  to  a  rehearing.  No  such  imperfection  appears 
4MI  this  record.  On  the  contrary,  the  record  shows  a  perfect 
finding  of  tlie  jury,  and,  on  a  careful  inspection  of  the  tr 


442  SUPREME  COURT. 


Broum  v.  WUeif  et  oL 


script,  we  are  unable  to  diecover  error  in  any  part  of  the  pro- 
ceedings. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore  affirmed^ 
with  costs. 


Taylor  Brown,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  Leroy  M.  Wilby^ 
HuoH  R.  Banks,  William  G.  Lanb,  Hbnry  Van  Dbrzee, 
AND  Edward  H.  Lane,  Merchants,  trading  under  the  name 

AND  STYLE  OF  L.  M.  WiLBY  &  Co. 

Where  a  biU  of  exchange  was  drawn  in  proper  form  and  protested  for  non-accept* 
ance,  parol  eyidence  of  an  understanding  between  the  drawer  and  the  party  is 
whose  favor  the  bill  was  drawn,  calculated  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  instrament^ 
was  not  admissible* 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Texas. 

Wiley  &  Co.  were  citizens  of  New  York,  and  Brown  a  citi- 
zen of  Texas. 

The  cause  of  action  was  the  following  bill  of  exchange: 

$2,369.26.  Shrbvkport,  March  23,  1854. 

On  or  before  the  1st  of  May  next,  1855,  please  pay  to  order 
L.  M.  Wiley  &  Co.  twenty-three  hundred  and  fitty-nine  and 
twenty-six  one  hundredths  dollars,  for  value  received,  and 
charge  same  to  my  account,  without  fiirther  advice. 

Taylor  Brown. 
Messrs.  Campbell  ^  Stronffy  mercfumis,  New  Orleans. 

By  W.  L.  McMuRRAT. 

This  draft  was  presented  and  protested  for  non-acceptance 
on  the  10th  of  June,  1854,  more  than  ten  months  before  the 
time  when  it  was  payable;  and  it  appeared  from  the  record 
that  the  suit  was  instituted  against  the  drawer  in  February^ 
1855,  nearly  three  months  before  the  maturity  of  the  bill. 

The  petition,  as  amended,  contained  the  usual  averments  of 
the  drawing  of  the  draft,  its  presentation  for  acceptance,  pro- 
test, and  notice  of  dishonor. 

The  defence  was,  that  there  were  two  bills  of  similar  char  • 
acter,  except  that  one  was  payable  in  May,  1854,  and  the  other 
in  Mav,  1855 ;  and  that  it  was  agreed  by  the  parties  that  the 
second  should  not  be  presented  for  acceptance  until  the  first 
was  taken  up.  These  pleas  were,  on  motion  of  the  plaintiflb' 
counsel,  stricken  out. 

The  cause  then  came  on  for  trial,  and  the  defendant  offered' 
evidence  to  prcve  these  facts,  the  result  of  which  is  stated  iir 
the  following  extract  from  the  bill  of  exceptions : 
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"The  defendant's  counsel  then  offered  to  prove,  that  at  the 
time  the  draft  was  delivered)  it  was  expressly  stipulated  and 
agreed,  by  and  between  W.  L.  McMurray,  the  agent  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  Charles  Keith,  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs,  that 
the  said  draft  should  not  be  presented  for  acceptance  until  the 
defendant  should  provide  for  the  payment  of  a  previous  drafts 
drawn  by  the  same  party,  in  favor  of  the  same  parties,  upon 
the  same  drawees,  failing  due  in  April,  1854,  according  to  an 
understanding  had  with  the  drawees ;  and  that  said  draft  would 
not  have  been  delivered  to  plaintiffs'  agent,  if  he  had  not  have 
agreed  to  hold  it  up.  This  was  objected  to  by  plaintiffs'  coun- 
sel, and  the  objection  sustained ;  to  which  ruling  and  decision 
of  the  court  the  defendant  excepts." 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  defendar  t 
brought  the  case  up  to  this  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr,  Reverdy  Johnson  (upon  which  aide 
there  was  also  a  brief  by  Mr.  Hughes)  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  by  Mr.  Larocque  for  the  defendants. 

The  following  notice  of  the  points  made  by  the  counsel  fcr 
the  plaintiff  in  error  is  taken  from  the  brief  of  Mr.  Hughes: 

Is  the  defence  set  forth,  if  true,  a  good  bar  of  the  cause  of 
action  of  the  plaintiffs  below? 

In  regard  to  this,  we  think  there  can  be  no  difficulty.  The 
draft  is  dated  at  Shreveport,  and  the  plaintiffs  below  in  their 
petition  state  that  the  draft  was  drawn  ^^  at  Shreveport,  in  the 
State  of  Louisiana,"  upon  ''Messrs.  Campbell  &  Strong,  at  the 
city  of  New  Orleans,  in  the  State  of  Louisiana."  The  draft 
then  was  a  Louisiana  contract,  and  subject  to  the  law  of  that 
State  in  regard  to  its  validity,  force,  and  effect.  (Lynch  r* 
Postlethwaite,  7  Martin  R.,  213.) 

It  is  admitted  that  the  general  rule  of  the  common  law  is, 
that  it  is  not  competent  by  parol  evidence  to  alter,  vary,  or 
change  a  written  instrument  in  its  essential  terms;  and  this  is 
believed  also  to  be  the  rule  of  the  Louisiana  law.    But  this 

Sineral  rule  has  no  application  to  the  agreement  set  forth  in 
e  answer  of  the  defendant  in  the  court  below.  That  agree* 
ment  did  not  in  any  sense  propose  to  alter,  vary,  or  change 
the  written  agreement  between  the  parties.  As  aJready  inti- 
mated, thouffh  the  monev  mentioned  in  the  draft  was  not  due 
for  a  year  after  date,  witnout  some  limitation  of  or  restriction 
upon  the  rule  of  the  law  merchant,  if  presented  for  acceptance, 
and  acceptance  refused,  payment  might  be  enforced  by  suit, 
on  the  cause  of  action  furnished  by  the  refusal  to  accept,  with- 
<mt  regard  to  the  time  of  payment  stipulated  in  the  draft.    To 
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preront  this  was  the  object  of  the  agreement  attempted  to  be  det 
up  by  the  amended  answer.  That  agreement  contains  nothing 
which  is  in  conflict  with  the  terms  of  the  draft  sued  on,  or,  in 
any  sense,  attempts  to  alter,  vary,  or  change  the  same  in  an 
essential  part.  It  does,  however,  restrain  the  holder  in  raising 
a  cause  of  action  by  an  act  to  be  done  by  him ;  which  was  an 
act  that  he  might  or  might  not,  at  his  election,  perform,  and 
which,  of  course,  it  was  competent  tor  him,  upon  sufficient 
consideration,  to  agree  not  to  do,  and  such  agreement  would 
be  collateral  only  to  the  dratl. 

In  a  case  in  Louisiana,  it  was  offered  to  prove  that  the  de- 
fendant's endorsement  on  the  note  sued  on  was  merely  as  secu^ 
rity,  and  that  the  same  was  to  be  paid  out  of  collections  to  be 
made  of  claims  due  to  the  drawers.  The  court  said :  "  We  have 
repeatedly  held  that  the  article  of  our  code  which  {)rovide8  that 
parol  evidence  shall  not  be  received  beyond  or  against  the  con- 
tents of  a  written  act,  is  inapplicable  to  a  case  of  this  kind. 
The  evidence  offered  was  neitner  to  contradict  nor  explain  a 
written  instrument,  but  to  prove  a  collateral  fact  in  relation 
to  it."     (Dwight  V.  Linton,  8  Rob.  La.  R.,  57.) 

And  here,  the  fact  was  clearly  collateral,  for  the  effect  of  the 
agreement  was  a  waiver  of  the  right  by  the  payees  to  demand 
an  acceptance,  and  of  the  consequent  right  to  enforce  payment 
by  reason  of  non-acceptance,  until  it  had  been  ascertained 
whether  a  certain  act  had  been  performed ;  but  there  was  no 
agreement  by  which  the  right  to  sue  or  recover  was  denied, 
after  the  expiration  of  twelve  months,  the  time  the  draft  had 
to  run  to  maturity. 

A^aiu :  the  same  court  have  said  that  parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible, to  prove  an  agreement  between  parties,  that  a  bill  of 
exchange,  which  had  been  drawn  by  one  of  them  in  favor  of 
the  other,  should  not  be  negotiated.  (Robertson  v.  Nott,  2 
Martin,  N.  S.,  122.) 

In  that  case,  there  was  nothing  to  alter,  var^,  or  change  a 
written  instrument,  but  an  agreement  to  waive  a  right  conferred 
by  law,  by  reason  of  the  nature  of  the  instrument,  within  the 
reason  of  which  this  case  is  clearly  embraced;  for  this,  like  that 
case,  asks  for  the  admission  of  evidence  to  prove  a  collateral 
fact,  which,  so  far  from  contradicting,  or  altering,  or  changing 
A  written  instrument,  proves  an  agreement  cotemporaneously 
with  it,  which  leaves  the  written  agreement  intact,  but  limits 
the  right  which  the  law  gives,  by  virtue  of  the  draft,  of  present- 
ment for  acceptance  at  an  indefinite  period  before  ^e  matttrity 
of  the  same* 

It  cannot  be  said  that  no  injury  is  done  to  the  plaintiff  in 

Tor,  and  that  he  has  no  right  to  eomplain  by  season  of  the. 
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▼iolatioQ  of  the  agreement  attempted  to  be  eet  np^  in  preeent- 
ing  the  draft  tor  acceptance  before  it  had  been  ascertaiDed 
whether  the  other  draft  had  been  provided  for,  and  suing,  an 
upon  a  cause  of  action,  for  its  dishonor  by  non-acceptance. 

The  draft  sued  on,  by  its  terms,  was  due  on  the  2Sd  day  of 
March,  1855,  and  was  presented  for  non-acceptance,  and  pro* 
tested  on  the  10th  day  of  June,  1854;  and  the  other  draft  was 
provided  for  in  July,  1854,  and  the  suit  was  commenced  on  the 
9th  day  of  February,  1855,  one  month  and  fourteen  days  be* 
fore  the  draft  sued  on  became  due  according  to  its  terms,  and 
without  any  application  for  acceptance,  on  or  after  the  time 
when  the  first  draft  was  provided  for.  From  tiiis  statement, 
we  think  sufficient  cause  of  complaint  arises.  A  debt  for  a 
large  amount  is  created,  and  is  to  be  provided  for  by  payment 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  below ;  two  draits  are  drawn 
by  the  defendants  upon  their  correspondents  in  New  Orleans 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  below,  one  having  but  a  short  time  to 
run  to  maturity,  and  the  other  at  twelve  months  after  date; 
and  at  the  time,  it  is  agreed  by  the  parties  that  the  latter  draft  is 
not  to  be  presented  for  acceptance  until  the  former  is  provided 
for  by  the  drawer,  and  this  agreement  is  made  in  consideration 
of  the  drawing  of  the  drafts,  and  concurrent  therewith.  The 
short  draft  is  provided  for  before  the  other  becomes  due;  and 
before  the  maturitv  of  the  same,  an  action  is  commenced  upon 
a  cause  of  action,  by  virtue  of  a  protest  made  in  violation  of 
the  agreement  on  the  subject.  It  would  be  strange,  indeed,  if 
no  complaint  could  be  made  under  such  circumstances.  We 
think  it  enough  that  contracts  are  performed,  or  their  perform- 
ance enforced  by  suit  at  the  time,  or  after  they  become  due. 

Again :  it  may  be  attempted  to  be  maintained  that  the  drafts 
the  providing  or  non-providing  for  which  was  to  fix  and  deter- 
mine the  time  for  the  presentment  for  acceptance  of  the  draft 
sued  on,  being  due  by  its  terms  in  May,  1854,  and  being  then, 
and  continuing  up  to  the  time  of  the  protest  of  the  dnm  sued 
on  unprovided  for,  the  time  had  arrived  at  which  to  present 
the  same  for  acceptance. 

But  this  was  not  the  agreement;  no  time  was  specified  in 
which  tiae  short  draft  was  to  be  provided  for.  We  must  pre- 
sume, from  the  terms  used,  that  this  draft  had  been  accepted 
by  the  drawers,  and  that  it  was  paid  at  maturity ;  and  were  the 
met  not  so,  sometliine  further  would  have  been  heard  of  it 
Whether  it  was  provided  for  in  time,  so  that  the  drawers  and 
acceptors  mi^ht  not  be  compelled  to  pay  without  funds  in  the 
hana  of  the  drawer,  was  a  matter  with  which  the  payees  had 
nothing  to  do;  they  had  no  right  to  complain,  if  the  draft  aiy 
oepted  was  paid  at  maturity.   The  provision  for  the  bill,  when 
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dae,  was  a  question  between  the  drawer  and  his  corresiiondeht 
who  had  accepted.  All  that  the  payees  in  regard  to  the  draft 
sued  on  had  to  do,  was  to  see  that  in  due  time  that  was  done 
which  gave  him  a  right  of  presentation  for  acceptance  on  the 
draft  sued  on ;  and,  the  act  having  been  performed,  then  to  pre- 
sent  his  draft  for  acceptance,  and  upon  refusal,  to  take  such 
steps  as  would  charge  the  drawer,  or  waiting  its  maturity,  to 
present  for  payment,  and  upon  refusal,  in  like  manner  to  charge 
the  drawer  by  reason  of  its  non-payment.  It  would  be  a  stranee 
rule,  indeed,  if  the  plaintifis  below,  having  had  the  ftiU  benefit 
of  the  agreement  attempted  to  be  set  up  in  the  acceptance  and 
payment  of  the  first  draft,  should,  in  violation  of  the  other  part 
of  said  agreement,  be  permitted  to  maintain  a  suit,  without 
demanding  refusal  of  acceptance  after  said  first  draft  was  pro- 
vided for,  and  before  the  maturity,  by  its  terms,  of  the  draft 
sued  on ;  and  against  this  w;rong  the  plaintiff  in  error  thinks 
he  is  justified  in  asking  the  protection  of  the  court. 

Upon  the  particular  point  under  consideration,  Mr.  I/xroeque 
said : 

The  proof  offered  by  the  defendant  on  the  trial  was  incom- 
petent and  inadmissible.  It  was  to  prove  a  parol  agreement, 
made  at  the  time  of  drawing  the  draft,  and  not  embodied  in  it, 
Inconsistent  with  its  terms  and  legal  effect.  This  would  be 
contrary  to  the  well-settled  rule  of  law  on  the  subject.  (Bank 
of  the  U  nited  States  v.  Dunn,  6  Pet,  51 ;  Bank  of  Metropoiifl 
r.  Jones,  8  Pet,  12 ;  Rockmore  v.  Davenport,  14  Texas  R.,  602; 
Creery  v.  Holly,  14  Wend.,  30,  per  Nelson,  J. ;  Thompson  v. 
Ketchum,  8  Johns.,  189.) 

It  is  the  kx  fori  which  governs  in  this  case  as  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  the  defence  offered  by  plea,  or  of  evidence  to  sup* 
port  it.  The  effort  is  not  to  show  that  by  the  law  of  Louisiana 
the  legal  import  of  the  bill  in  question  is  different  from  the 
signification  attached  to  it  by  the  general  commercial  law,  but 
that  an  agreement  by  parol,  contrary  to  that  legal  import,  was 
made  at  3ie  same  time.  (Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  sees.  684, 
684  a,  686,  and  cases  cited  in  notes,  particularly  Yates  v.  Thomp- 
son, 8  Clark  and  Finnell,  577,  580,  by  Lord  Brougham.) 

2.  The  cases  cited  from  Louisiana,  of  Dwight  v.  Linton,  8 
Rob.  R.,  67,  and  Robertson  v.  Nott,  2  Mart.,  IS'.  S.,  122,  can- 
not, with  great  respect  to  the  court  which  decided  them,  be 
sustained. 

8.  The  agreement  set  up  in  this  case  would  be  void  for  re- 
DUgnance  and  uncertainty.  The  other  dnrft  actually  matured 
May  16, 1864,  before  the  presentment  of  the  one  in  suit,  which 
was  on  the  10th  of  June,  1864 ;  and  the  theory  of  the  attempted 
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defence  necessarily  is,  that  if  the  defendant  had  never  chosen 
to  reimburse  the  drawees  the  amount  of  the  previous  draft,  it 
they  had  paid  it  without  funds,  or  never  to  provide  them  with 
funds  to  pay  it,  the  bill  in  suit  never  could  be  presented,  or  pay- 
ment demanded. 

1.  That  the  cases  of  Dwight  v.  Linton,  8  Rob.  La.  R.,  57, 
and  Robertson  v.  Nott,  2  Martin,  N.  S.,  122,  have  not  since 
been  followed,  even  in  Louisiana,  but  substantially,  though 
tacitly,  overruled.  (Police  Jury  v.  Haw,  2  La.  R.,  42;  Robe- 
chot  V.  Folse,  11  ib.,  133;  Arnous  v.  Davern,  18  ib.,  42;  Bar- 
thete  V.  Estebene,  5  La.  Ann.  R.,  315 ;  Gosserband  v.  Lacour, 
8  ib.,  75;  Williams  v.  Flood,  11  ib.,  113.) 

2.  That  it  is  the  lex  foi%  and  not  the  lex  loci  contractus^  which 

foverns  the  question,  according  to  the  decisions  in  Louisiana 
erself     (Shewell  v.  Raguet,  17  La.  R.,  457.) 

Mr.  Justice  QRIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Wiley  &  Co.,  plaintiffs  below,  declared  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  by  Taylor  Brown  on  Messrs.  Campbell  k  Strong,  of 
New  Orleans,  to  order  of  plaintiff,  dated  23d  of  March,  1864, 
and  payable  on  the  1st  of  May,  1855.  It  was  presented  for 
acceptance  on  the  10th  of  June,  1854,  and  was  protested  for 
non-acceptance ;  of  which  the  drawer  had  due  notice. 

It  is  admitted  the  bill  was  given  for  full  value;  but  the  de- 
fendant set  up  by  way  of  special  plea,  and  offered  to  prove 
to  the  jury,  a  parol  agreement  between  him  and  the  plaintiflfe, 
that  this  bill  should  not  be  presented  for  acceptance  till  after  a 
certain  other  draft,  payable  in  May,  1854,  was  provided  for,  by 
placing  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  drawees,  who  had  agreed  to 
accept  the  last  bill  after  funds  had  been  received  to  meet  their 
acceptance  of  the  first. 

It  is  the  rejection  of  this  defence  by  the  court  below  that  ia 
the  subject  of  exception.  It  presents  the  question,  whether 
parol  evidence  should  have  been  received,  to  vary,  alter,  or  con- 
tradict that  which  appears  on  the  face  of  the  bill  of  exchange. 

When  the  operation  of  a  contract  is  clearly  settled  by  gen- 
eral principles  of  law,  it  is  taken  to  be  the  true  sense  or  the 
contracting  parties.  This  is  not  only  a  positive  rule  of  the 
common  law,  but  it  is  a  general  principle  in  the  construction 
of  contracts.  Some  precedents  to  the  contrary  may  be  found 
in  some  of  our  States,  originating  in  hard  cases;  but  they  are 
generally  overruled  by  the  same  tribunals  from  which  they 
emanated,  on  eicperience  of  the  evil  consequences  flowing  from 
a  relaxation  of  the  rule.  There  is  no  ambiguity  arising  in  this 
case  which  needs  explanation.  By  the  face  of  the  bill,  the 
owner  of  it  had  a  right  to  demand  acceptance  immediately,  and 
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to  protest  it  for  non-acceptance.  The  proof  of  a  parol  contract, 
th«it  it  should  not  be  presentable  till  a  distant,  uncertain,  or 
undefined  period,  tended  to  alter  and  vary,  in  a  vervmaterial 
degree,  its  operation  and  effect.  (See  Thompson  v.'^etchum, 
8  John.,  192.) 

Any  number  of  conflicting  cases  on  this  subject  might  be 
cited.  It  will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  decisions  of  this 
court,  those  of  Texas,  where  the  suit  was  brought,  and  of  Lou- 
isiana, where  the  contract  was  made. 

In  the  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Dunn,  (6  Peters,  56,)  this 
court  have  declared  "  that  there  is  no  rule  better  settled  or  more 
salutary  in  its  application  than  that  which  precludes  the  ad« 
mission  of  parol  evidence  to  contradict  or  substantially  vary 
i^e  legal  import  of  a  written  agreement."  The  case  of  6roch- 
more  v.  Davenport,  14  Texas  Kep.,  602,  a  case  precisely  simi- 
lar to  the  present,  adopts  the  same  rule.  The  case  of  Robishat 
0.  Folse,  11  Louisiana,  and  of  Barthet  v.  Estebene,  5  Ann. 
Rep.,  315,  and  several  others,  acknowledge  the  same  doctrine, 
thereby  overruling  some  early  cases  in  Louisiana  which  had 
departed  from  it. 

This  being  the  only  point  urged  by  plaintiff  in  error  as  a 
ground  of  reversal,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed* 


Pbawcis  Warnbb,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  Cephas  H.  Norton, 
Albert  Jbwett,  Benjamin  C.  Busbt,  John  0.  Phelps, 
John  J.  Phelps,  Isaac  N.  Phelps,  and  Jambs  Beman,  De- 
fendants. 

Where  a  sheriff  was  sued  for  taking  goods  under  an  attachment,  which  goods  had 
been  previously  assigned  under  circumstances  which  were  alleged  to  be  fraudu- 
lent, it  was  proper  for  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  "that  if  they  believed,  firom 
the  evidence,  that  the  sale  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  delaying,  or 
deftsuding  creditors,  it  was  invalid  as  against  the  defendant :  and  that  whether  the 
sale  was  or  was  not  fraudulent  was  a  question  of  fact,  to  oe  determined  by  the 
jury  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  that  if  the  sale  were  secret,  and  nt> 
means  taken  to  apprise  the  public  of  it,  these  were  facts  which  threw  suspieion 
upon  the  transaction,  but  did  not  make  the  sale  fraudulent  in  law  as  against  the 
defendant. 

A  decision  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  being  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
is  no  ground  for  a  writ  of  error. 

This  case  was  broagbt  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  northern  district  of  Illiuois. 

It  was  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  Norton,  Jewett,  k 
Busby,  against  Warner,  for  taking  certain  goods  in  a  storehouse 
in  the  yiliage  of  Lasalle.  Warner  j  ustified  the  taking,  as  sheriff 
of  Lasalle  county,  under  certain  writs  of  attachment  against 
one  Haskins,  the  former  owner. 
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The  jary  found  a  verdict  for  the  plainti^,  asseseing  tiie 
damages  at  five  thousand  six  hundred  dollars  and  sixty-font 
cents. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  shows  the  whole  case,  and  it  is  in- 
serted in,  eztenso,  because  the  questions  of  law  involved  have 
been  decided  in  difterent  ways  by  courts  of  justice,  and  ele- 
mentary writers  do  not  agree  about  them. 

Be  it  remembered,  that  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  p]ainti£b 
in  this  action  claimed  title  to  the  goods,  for  the  taking  of  which 
this  suit  was  brought,  by  a  sale  of  the  goods  alleged  to  have 
been  made  by  one  Haskins  to  them,  through  one  £aac  Ander^ 
son,  as  their  agent. 

The  proof  or  the  plaintiflfe  tended  to  show  that  Beman,  one 
of  the  plaintifis,  had  a  claim  as  creditor  against  Haskins,  of 
about  01,200,  and  that  the  firm  of  Norton,  Jewett,  &  Busby, 
had  a  similar  claim  of  about  $3,000.  That  each  of  these  claims 
had  been  put  in  the  hands  of  one  Anderson,  by  the  ownei  n 
thereof,  respectively,  for  collection,  with  authority  to  settle  <»r 
arrange  in  any  way.  That  on  the  10th  of  January,  A.  D.  185.!., 
the  goods  were  chiefiy  in  a  hardware  storeroom,  and  in  the  ti  s 
shop  attached  thereto,  in  the  village  of  Lasalle ;  and  that,  m  p 
to  that  time,  Haskins  had  been  carrying  on  the  business  of  b 
hardware  retailer,  and  of  manufacturing  tinware  in  his  tin 
shop  adjoining;  that  while  he  was  absent,  his  business  wis 
conducted  for  him  by  one  Atherton,  as  his  head  clerk,  wh  o 
employed  the  operatives  and  superintended  them,  the  busincEa 
being  done  in  the  name  of  Haskins;  that  on  the  tenth  of  Jan- 
uary, 1855,  Haskins  sold  his  stock  of  hardware  and  tinware  to 
Beman  and  the  firm  of  Norton,  Jewett,  &  Busby,  through  An- 
derson, as  their  agent  as  aforesaid,  Anderson  cancelling  the 
aforesaid  debts,  and  giving  his  notes  on  time,  to  Haskins,  for 
the  balance  of  the  price  agreed  upon ;  that  thereupon,  by  way 
of  putting  the  purchaser  in  possession,  Haskins,  Anderson, 
and  Atherton,  being  in  the  storeroom,  Haskins  got  the  key  of 
the  front  door,  and  gave  it  to  Anderson,  and  Anderson  gave 
the  key  and  charge  of  the  store  and  tin  shop  to  Atherton,  who 
up  to  that  time  had  been  carrying  on  the  business  for  Haskins, 
but  then  undertook  to  act  for  Anderson. 

That  Anderson  left  town,  and  about  the  same  time  Haskins 
left  town,  and  neither  of  them  returned  until  after  the  taking 
by  the  defendant,  (Haskins  never  having  returned  to  reside 
there,  and  never  having  since  resided  there,  or  interfered  with 
the  goods  in  any  way  after  the  sale;)  that  Cephas  H.  Norton^ 
Albert  Jewett,  and  Benjamin  Busby,  were  the  ostensible  paii^ 
aers  of  the  firm  of  Norton,  Jewett,  k  Busby;  but  that  A&dMV 
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son,  in  preparation  for  the  bringing  of  this  suit,  was  informed 
by  the  ostensible  partners  that  there  were  special  partners; 
that  John  C.  Phelps  was  a  special  partner,  and  a  brother  of 
John  C.  Phelps. 

There  was  no  distinct  evidence  in  the  case  to  show  that  John 
J.  Phelps  and  Isaac  N.  Phelps,  or  either  of  them,  were  mem- 
bers of  the  firm  of  Norton,  Jewett,  &  Busby,  or  that  they  ever 
were  in  any  way  interested  in  the  property  taken;  but  the' 
witness  stated  he  believed  or  supposed  the  parties  named  in 
the  record  were  the  parties  in  interest,  but  he  did  not  actually 
know  it  of  his  own  knowledge. 

[It  is  but  fair  to  state,  that  while  this  point  was  made  bjr  the 
defendant,  it  was  not  pressed  or  insisted  on,  and  the  court  tninkB 
the  plaintiffs'  counsel  might  so  infer,  and  therefore  might  not 
have  thought  it  necessary  to  furnish  additional  proof.! 

Plaintiffs*  proof  further  tended  to  show  that  defendant  was 
sheriff  of  Lasalle  county,  and  that,  as  such,  he  did,  on  the  ninth 
day  of  February,  A.  D.  1855,  take  and  carry  away  the  said 
hardware  and  tinware.  Defendant  offered  evidence  tending 
to  prove,  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  said  sale,  said  Ilaskins 
was  in  failing,  and  that  certain  creditors  (by  judgment)  had 
sued  out  writs  of  attachment,  as  set  forth  in  defendant's  special 
pleas,  against  the  goods  of  said  Haskins;  and  that  said  taking, 
complained  of  in  this  suit,  was  the  levying  of  legal  process 
upon  the  said  property  as  the  property  of  said  Haskins. 

Defendant  further  offered  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  said 
X  sale  was  made  secretly ;  but  several  of  the  plaintiffs'  witnesses 
stated  the  sale  was  not  made  secretly,  but  that  while  the  in- 
voice was  being  made  out,  people  were  coming  in  and  out  of 
the  store,  as  usual ;  that  no  steps  were  taken  by  any  one  to 
make  it  known  till  after  said  levy;  that  from  the  time  of  the 
sale,  said  Atherton  continued  to  control  the  goods  and  the 
business  as  before,  and  to  all  appearance  was  doing  so  for 
Ilaskins,  as  he  had  done  before;  that  he  made  sales  to  custom- 
ers as  formerly,  without  notice  to  any  one  of  the  change  in 
proprietors,  and  in  some  instances  mskde  out  the  bills  and  re- 
ceipts of  said  sales  to  customers  in  the  name  of  Haskins. 

That  no  change  was  made  in  keeping  the  books;  that  the 
servants  and  operatives  about  the  store  and  tin  shop  continued 
to  work  under  the  direction  of  Atherton,  with  no  knowledge 
of  any  sale,  and  supposing  the  business  was  being  carried  on 
as  formerly,  in  the  name  and  for  the  use  of  Haskins;  but  it 
did  not  appear  that  any  of  these  things  were  authorized  by  the 
plaintiffs,  or  known  to  them.  And  that  this  condition  and 
course  of  things  continued  until  said  goods  were  seized  by  said 
•heriff  on  the^th  day  of  February,  1855. 
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After  the  evidence  was  given  to  the  jury,  the  court  charged 
AS  follows,  substantially:* 

1.  That  the  jury  must  be  satisfied,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  plaintiffs  named  in  the  declaration  had  a  joint  interest  in 
the  property  sued  for,  or  they  must  find  for  the  defendant. 

2.  That  if  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  the  sale  waa 
made  for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  delaying,  or  defrauding 
creditors,  it  was  invalid  as  against  tne  defendant. 

3.  That  whether  the  sale  was  or  was  not  fraudulent,  was  a 
question  of  fact,  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case. 

4.  That  if  the  sale  was  secret,  and  no  means  taken  to  ap- 
prise the  public  of  the  sale,  these  were  facts  which  threw 
suspicion  upon  the  transaction,  but  did  not  make  the  sale 
fraudulent  in  law  as  against  the  defendant. 

5.  That  the  jury  were  to  determine  the  fects  as  to  the  pos- 
session after  the  sale.  If  a  sale  is  made  by  a  party,  and  the 
vendor  remains  in  possession,  it  is  ordinarily  a  badge  of  fraud, 
and  requires  explanation.  But  in  this  case  there  did  not  seem 
to  be  any  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  vendor  (Ilaskins) 
was  in  possession  after  the  supposed  sale,  except  that  Atherton 
retained  possession,  and  as  to  his  possession  the  jury  would 
determine.  If  it  was  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  not 
of  Haskins,  the  sale  was  not  necessarily  fraudulent. 

6.  The  court  declined  to  charge  the  jury,  that,  as  a  matter 
of  law  under  the  facts  in  evidence,  the  sale  was  fraudulent  as 
to  the  defendant;  but  left  it  to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  the 
sale  was  in  ^ood  faith,  and  for  an  honest  purpose. 

After  verdict,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  overruled.  To 
which  instructions,  as  then  ffiven,  the  defendant's  counsel,  and 
to  each  severally,  then  and  there  excepted,  and  also  to  the 
overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Exceptions  allowed.  Thomas  Drummond.     [seal.] 

The  case  came  up  upon  this  exception,  and  was  argued  by 
Mr.  Dickey  for  the  plaintift'  in  error,  and  Mr.  Badger  for  the 
defendants,  upon  which  side  there  was  also  a  brief  by  Mr. 
Badger  and  Mr.  Carlisle. 

Mr.  Dickey  made  the  following  points : 

The  questiou,  whether  a  sale  of  goods,  unaccompanied  Dy 
a  change  of  possession,  is  good  as  against  creditors,  has  been 
a  vexed  question  in  England  and  in  many  of  the  United  States, 
The  weight  of  American  authority  is  thought  to  be  aeaiust  the 
validity  of  such  sales.  See  2  Kent's  Com.,  515  to  529,  wh^re 
the  subject  is  fully  discussed. 
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The  decisions  of  the  Federal  coarts  are  against  the  validity 
of  such  sales — and  this  is  considered  ^'a  settled  principle  in 
Federal  jurispradence."  (2  Kent,  521;  Hamilton  v.  Russell, 
1  Cranch,  309.) 

This  sale  was  made  in  Illinois,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of 
that  State  have  adopted  and  adhered  to  what  Chancellor  Kent 
calls  the  more  wise,  sound,  wholesome,  and  true  doctrine,  and 
have  held,  in  Thornton  v.  Davenport,  1  Scam.,  296,  that  where 
possession  of  goods  is  permitted  to  remain  with  the  vendor, 
the  sale  is  fraudulent,  unless  the  retaining  is  consistent  with 
the  deed.  The  same  doctrine  is  recognised  in  Powers  r.  Green, 
14  Illinois,  886;  so  that  there  is  no  debate  about  the  law  in 
that  State  on  this  question — ^the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  and  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State 
concurring. 

This  change  ofpossession,  to  be  effective,  must  be  actual^  and 
not  colarcMe.    (2  Kent  Com.,  525.) 

It  must  be  substantial  and  exclusive.     (2  Kent  Com.,  518.^ 

It  must  be  an  apparent,  open,  avowed,  notorious  change  of 
possession.  The  purpose  must  not  only  be  honest,  but  appear- 
ances must  agree  with  the  real  state  of  the  case.  (2  Kent  Com., 
553;  Burrell  on  Assignments,  303.) 

This  change  of  possession  must  also  be  continued.  If  Ather- 
ton  did  agree  to  hold  possession  of  said  goods  and  conduct  said 
business  for  Anderson,  he  did  not  in  fact  do  so;  and  if  he  vio- 
lated his  duty  to  Anderson,  thai  is  Anderson's  misfortune 
Even  if  Atherton  was  acting  for  Anderson  in  good  faith  all  the 
time,  still  Anderson,  by  his  agent,  Atherton,  permitted  the  vis 
ible  possession  to  remain  in  Kaskins,  and  the  (]^uestion  for  the 
jury  ought  to  have  been  not  merely  whether  this  possession  of 
Atherton  was  that  of  Anderson,  and  not  that  of  Maskins,  but 
was  an  apparent,  visible,  open,  avowed,  substantial  change  of 
possession  effected. 

The  court  held  that  an  actual  change  of  possession  was  suffi- 
cient; but  we  insist  that  such  change  ofpossession,  to  be  good 
against  creditors,  must  be  not  onfy  actual  and  bona  fidty  but 
must  be  apparent^  avowed,  open,  and  not  secret. 

Again :  plaintiffs  claimed  Anderson's  title  to  said  goods;  and 
to  show  title  in  themselves,  proved  that  Anderson  made  the 
purchase  for  James  Beman,  and  for  the  members  of  the  firm 
of  Norton,  Jewett,  &;  Busby. 

Who  were  the  members  of  this  firm  ?  The  plaintiff  proVed 
on  that  subject  that  Cephas  Norton,  Albert  Jewett,  and!^^Benj. 
C  Basby,  ostensibly  constituted  the  firm ;  and  tiiat  in  prepa- 
ration for  this  tfuit,  these  ostensible  partners  told  witness  that 
there  were  special  partners,  and  that  John  C.  Phelps  was  one 
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of  these  special  partners,  and  a  brother  of  said  John  C.  was 
another  special  partner. 

There  was  no  direct  evidence  that  John  L.  Phelps  or  Isaac 
N.  Phelps  were  members  of  the  firm — ^all  that  was  shown  on 
that  subject  was,  that  witness  had  no  personal  knowledge,  but 
supposed  the  parties  to  the  record  were  the  parties  in  interest. 

This  constitutes  no  evidence  at  all  that  John  L.  Phelps  or 
Isaac  N.  Phelps  had  any  interest  in  the  property.  It  was  essen- 
tial, to  maintain  the  action,  for  plaintiffs  to  show  that  they  all 
jointly  owned  the  property  in  question.  This  point  was  dis- 
tinctly made,  and  yet  the'  court  submitted  the  question  to  the 
jury.     This  was  error. 

Whether  there  is  any  evidence  on  a  point,  is  a  question  of 
law  for  the  court.  Whether  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  con- 
vince or  satisfy,  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  (1st  Greenleaf  Ev., 
p.  63,  sec.  49.) 

The  court  certifies,  that  although  this  point  was  made,  it  was 
not  pressed.  We  reply,  that  it  was  not  waived ;  and  when  such 
a  point  is  distinctly  made  and  overruled,  courtesy  requires  that 
it  should  not  be  pressed.    It  is  sufficient  that  it  was  not  waived. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  error  made  the  following 
points : 

The  first  instruction  to  the  jury  was,  that  they  must  be  sat- 
isfied that  the  plaintiffs  named  in  the  declaration  had  a  joint 
interest  in  the  ^oods,  or  ^hej  should  find  for  the  defendant. 

This  instruction  in  form  is  unexceptionable,  and,  if  there 
was  any  evidence  of  such  ownership,  was  properly  given  to  the 
jury.  The  plaintiff  in  error,  as  shown  by  the  record,  (p.  1&,) 
objected  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  offered  for  tiiat  pur- 
pose, but  did  not  insist  upon  his  objection. 

Therefore,  he  cannot  raise  the  objection  here;  but,  on  the 
contrary,  it  must  be  held  waived;  for,  in  the  case  of  Walton  v. 
United  States,  already  cited,  the  court  say:  ^^It  is  true  that  the 
bill  of  exceptions  states  that  the  evidence  was  objected  to  at 
the  trial;  but  it  is  not  said  that  any  exception  was  then  taken 
to  the  decision  of  the  court;  so  that,  in  tact,  it  might  be  true 
that  the  objection  was  made,  and  yet  not  insisted  on  by  way  of 
exception." 

In  our  case,  the  record  shows  that  the  objection  was  not  ioh 
sisted  on. 

Again :  in  the  case  of  Phelps  v.  Mayer,  already  cited,  the 
court  say,  in  substance,  that  objections. to  evidence  must  be 
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Therefore,  the  objection  to  the  evidence  being  waived,  by 
not  being  insisted  upon  by  way  of  exception,  no  objection  cao 
now  be  made,  and  therefore  there  was  evidence  to  be  left  tiv 
the  jury  on  the  point  of  ownership 

But,  if  there  was  not,  that  question  cannot,  be  raised  upon 
an  instruction  formally  riffht,  but  must  have  been  specially 
presented  in  the  court  below;  for^  in  Garrard  v.  Reynolds's 
Lessee,  4  Howard,  123,  it  was  held,  that  whether  there  was 
evidence  to  be  left  to  a  jury,  was  a  question  which  could  not  be- 
considered  by  this  court,  unless  the  opinion  of  the  court  below 
had  been  asked  thereon,  and  an  exception  regularly  taken. 

Therefore,  in  our  case  the  question  cannot  oe  here  raised. 

The  substance  of  all  the  other  instructions  is  this: 

The  court  having  declined  to  charge  the  jury  that  the  sale- 
was  fraudulent  in  Taw,  left  it  to  them,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, to  say  whether  the  sale  was  or  was  not  made  to  delay,, 
hinder,  or  defraud  creditors;  telling  them  that  if  the  sale  was 
secret,  suspicion  was  thrown  upon  it  thereby,  but  that  it  did 
not  thereby  become  fraudulent  in  law;  and,  leaving  them  to- 
decide  as  to  the  possession  after  the  sale,  instructed  them  that 
if  the  possession  of  Atherton  was  the  possession  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, (defendants  in  error,)  the  sale  was  not  necessarily  fraudu- 
lent. 

Now,  there  could  be  no  possible  ground  for  the  judge  below 
declaring  the  sale  void  in  law.  Had  Haskins,  the  vendor,  re« 
mained  m  possession,  the  case  would  have  been  like  Edwards 
and  Harben  in  the  King's  Bench,  and  Hamilton  and  Russell 
in  this  court;  but  it  is  certain  that  Haskins  did  not  personally 
nave  possession  after  the  sale,  for  he  left  the  town,  ceased  alto- 
gether to  reside  there,  and  was  never  there  for  any  purpose 
until  after  the  taking  of  the  goods  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error.  It 
was  proved  that  an  inventory  of  the  goods  was  taken,  the  price 
agreed  upon  and  paid,  the  aoor-key  given  to  the  agent  oi  the 
defendants  in  error,  and  by  him  delivered  to  Atherton,  the  for- 
mer salesman  of  Haskins,  who  undertook  to  hold  for  the  plain- 
tifis  in  error.  Here,  then,  was  evidence  of  a  change  of  pos- 
session. All  might  indeed  be  illusive  and  fraudulent;  but  that 
was  a  question  for  the  jury  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case;  and  until  that  question  was  decided,  no  other  than  a  hy* 
pothetical  instruction  could  be  given. 

And  the  court  did  instruct  the  jury,  in  effect,  that  if  the  pos 
session  after  the  sale  was  in  Haskins,  the  sale  was  necessiurily 
fraudulent. 

To  this  instruction  the  pliuntiffs  in  error  cannot  object^ 
though  the  defendants  in  error,  had  the  verdict  been  against 
them,  would  have  had  just  cause  of  complaint. 
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For  if  it  were  necessary  to  our  case,  and  were  allowable  for 
Ufl  to  question  any  decision  of  this  court,  we  should  contend 
that  the  rule  laid  down  in  Hamilton  v.  Russell,  (1  Cranch,  310,) 
founded  upon  Edwards  v.  Harben,  in  2  Term  Reports,  cannot  be 
supported.  In  England,  Edwards  and  Harben  has  been  long 
since  overruled ;  first  questioned,  then  impugned,  and  finally 
denied.  The  cases  fully  justify  the  position  of  the  very  learned 
Mr.  Smith,  in  his  Leadmg  Cases,  (1  vol.,  p.  41,  of  4  Amer.  ed.,) 
in  these  words : 

"It  may  therefore  be  safely  laid  down,  that,  under  almost 
any  circumstances,  the  question,  fraud  or  no  fraud,  is  one  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury;"  and  again,  page  40:  "Though 
in  Edwards  v.  Harben  it  was  laid  down,  in  the  express  terms 
above  stated,  that  an  absolute  sale,  without  delivery  of  posses- 
sion, was  in  point  of  law  fraudulent,  the  tendency  of  the  courts 
has  lately  been  to  qualify  that  doctrine,  and  leave  the  whole 
circumstances  of  each  case  to  a  jury,  bidding  them  decide 
whether  the  presumption  of  fraud  deducible  from  the  absence 
^  of  possession  shall  prevail." 

And  the  admission  of  plaintiff's  counsel,  (whose  interest  it 
was  to  maintain  the  doctrine  of  Edwards  and  Harben,)  in  Wood 
r.  Dixie,  7  Q.  B.,  894,  is  in  these  words:  "Some  doubt  has  ex- 
isted whether  upon  certain  facts,  as,  for  instance,  want  of  pos- 
session, fraud  is  a  question  of  law  tu  be  decided  by  the  court, 
or  of  fact  for  the  jury ;  but  it  seems  to  be  now  established  that 
the  question  is  for  the  jury." 

This  position  of  Mr.  Smith  is  further  supported  by  Martin- 
dale  V.  JBooth,  3  B.  and  Ad.,  498,  in  which  Parke,  J.,  says: 
"The  dicium  of  BuUer,  J.,  in  Edwards  r.  Harben,  has  not  been 

fenerally  considered  in  subsequent  cases  to  have  that  import, 
'he  want  of  delivery  is  only  evidence  that  the  transfer  was 
colorable."  It  is  fully  sustained  by  the  numerous  cases  cited 
by  him,  and  especially  by  Benton  v.  Thornhill,  2  Mar.,  427, 
and  Latimer  v.  Batson,  4  Barn,  and  C,  652,  in  the  former  of 
which,  Ld.  Ch.  J.  Best  dissented  from  the  doctrine  of  Edwards 
V.  Harben,  when  assumed  by  counsel;  and  in  the  latter,  the 
court  notices  and  in  effect  repudiates,  as  furnishing  a  general 
rule,  what  waB  said  by  Lord  Ellenborougji  in  Wordcul  v.  Smith, 
1  Camp.,  832. 

(These  two  cases  also  show  that  the  question  of  possession 
under  the  circumstances  of  our  case  was  for  the  jury,  and  not 
for  the  court,  and  was  therefore  properly  left  to  them  by  tie 
court  below.) 

It  may  therefore  be  assumed  with  confidence,  that  the  stnn- 
gent  rule  laid  down  in  Edwards  v.  Harben  is  entirely  exploded 
in  England,  and  there  want  of  possession  by  the  vendor  is  only 
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a  badge  of  fraud  to  be  considered  by  the  juiy.  Why  shoald 
.  a  rule  adopted  by  this  court  from  Edwards  v.  Harben  be  here 
maintained,  after  the  foundation  of  the  rule  has  been  utterly 
demolished  in  the  country  from  which  it  was  taken?  It  does 
not  tend  to  expose  and  defeat  fraud,  any  more  than  to  disap- 
point an  honest  purchaser.  Every  case  of  real  fraud  will  be 
sufficiently  reached  by  making  want  of  possession  a  badge  or 
evidence  of  fraud,  according  to  Twyne's  case,  whilst  an  indis- 
criminating  disallowance  of  all  sales  which  are  not  followed  by 
possession  must  in  many  cases  do  injustice. 

But  whether  the  rule  in  Edwards  v.  Harben  be  maintained 
in  all  its  strictness  or  not,  is  in  our  case  immaterial.  Here, 
possession  was  taken  by  the  purchaser.  It  has  been  so  found 
by  the  jury.  There  was  evidence  proper  to  be  left  to  the  jury 
of  that  fact;  but  if  there  was  not  sucn  evidence,  no  objection 
can  be  made  therefor,  because  there  was  no  special  prayer  for 
an  instruction  that  there  was  not  such  evidence  as  required  by 
this  court  in  the  before-cited  case  of  Garrard  v.  Reynolds's 
Lessee,  4  How.,  123;  and  consequently  the  whole  case  was 
for  the  juiy  on  the  Question  of  fraud. 

As  to  the  allegea  secrecy  of  the  sale,  the  court  instructed 
the  jury  that  secrecy  threw  suspicion  on  the  transaction,  but 
did  not  make  it  fraudulent  in  law. 

Now,  this  is  givinff  to  secrecy  precisely  the  effect  properly 
belonging  to  it  accoraine  to  Twyne's  case,  dona  clandestina  sunt 
semper  suspiciosa.  In  Twyne's  case,  the  judges  in  the  Star 
Chamber,  passing  on  fact  as  well  as  law,  gave  what  effect  they 
pleased  to  the  suspicious  secrecy,  with  the  other  circumstances, 
m  drawing  the  conclusion  to  which  they  came,  that  the  sale 
made  by  Twyne  was  fraudulent.  In  our  case,  the  secrecy  was 
left,  with  the  other  circumstances,  to  the  jury,  to  draw  the  in- 
ference which  upon  the  whole  evidence  was  m  their  judgment 
just.  No  exception  can  be  taken  to  this,  for  secrecv  has  never 
been  by  any  judicial  decision  withdrawn  from  the  place  it 
occupies  amongst  the  other  signs  or  badges  of  fraud,  and  dig- 
.nified,  like  want  of  possession,  with  an  uuexplainable  and  re- 
sistless legal  effect. 

Of  course,  the  exception  for  error  in  the  refusal  to  grant  a 
new  trial  is  merely  idle,  after  the  decisions  of  this  court  ia 
Marine  Insurance  Company  of  Alexandria  v.  Hodgson,  6  Cr., 
206;  Barrr.Grat's  Heirs,  4  Wheat,  218;  and  Blount's  Lessee 
V.  Smith,  7  Wheat,  248. 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  case  is  brought  before  us  by  a  writ  of  error  from  the 
northern  district  of  Illinois. 
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An  dctioQ  of  trespass  was  commenced  by  I^orton  et  aL  againrt 
Warner,  charging  him  with  having  seized  and  carried  away 

Sersonal  property  of  the  value  of  ten  thousand  dollars.  The 
efendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  by  several  special  pleas  set 
up  that  certain  creditors  of  Augustus  A,  HasJdns,  who  had 
left  his  residence  at  Lasalle,  procured  a  writ  of  attachment, 
under  the  statutes  of  Illinois,  which  was  directed  to  the  de- 
fendant, as  sheriff,  in  virtue  of  which  he  attached  the  personal 
property  of  Haskins,  which  is  the  trespass  charged,  &c. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  taken  on  the  trial  will  show  the  points 
of  law  which  were  made  on  the  facts.  The  proof  of  the  plain- 
tiffs tended  to  show  that  Beman,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  nad  a 
claim  as  creditor  against  Haskins  for  the  sum  of  twelve  hun- 
dred dollars,  and  tnat  the  firm  of  Norton,  Jewett,  &  Busby, 
had  also  a  claim  of  about  three  thousand  dollars ;  that  each  of 
these  claims  had  been  put  into  the  hands  of  one  Anderson  for 
collection,  with  authority  to  settle  them;  that  on  the  10th  of 
January,  1866,  the  goods  were  chiefly  in  a  hardware  store-room, 
and  the  tin  shop  attached  thereto,  in  the  village  of  Lasalle; 
that  up  to  that  time  Haskins  had  been  carrying  on  the  busi- 
ness of  a  hardware  retailer  and  manufacturer  of  tin  ware ;  that 
while  he  was  absent  the  business  was  conducted  by  one  Ather- 
ton,  his  head  clerk,  who  employed  the  operatives  and  superin- 
tended their  work;  that  on  the  10th  of  January,  1866,  Haskins 
sold  his  stock  to  Beman,  and  the  firm  of  Norton,  Jewett,  &; 
Busbv,  throuffh  Anderson  as  their  agent,  Anderson  cancelling 
the  aforesaid  debts,  and  giving  his  notes  on  time  to  Haskins  for 
the  balance  of  the  price  a^eed  upon ;  and  thereupon,  by  way 
of  putting  the  purchaser  into  possession,  Haskins,  Anderson, 
ana  Atherton,  being  in  the  store-room,  Haskins  cot  the  key 
of  the  outer  door,  and  gave  it  to  Anderson,  and  Anderson  gave 
the  key  and  charge  of  the  store  and  tin  shop  to  Atherton,  who, 
up  to  that  time  had  been  carrying  on  the  business  for  Haskins, 
but  then  undertook  to  act  for  Anderson. 

Anderson  and  Haskins  left  Lasalle,  and  did  not  return  until 

after  the  attachment  was  laid  on  the  goods.    Haskins  never 

returned  to  reside  there,  and  exercised  no  ownership  over  the 

j  goods  after  the  sale.    Norton,  Jewett,  &  Busby,  were  the  osten- 

I  sible  partners  of  their  firm,  but  they  informed  Anderson  that 

p.  John  0.  Phelps  and  his  brother  were  special  partners.     There 

I  was  no  further  evidence  to  show  the  interest  of  the  Phelpses, 

except  the  belief  of  the  witness  that  they  were  parties,  though 

I  he  could  not  so  state  from  his  own  personal  knowledge.    An 

objection  to  this  defect  of  proof  was  made,  but  not  insisted  on. 

The  plaintiffs'  proof  further  tended  to  show  that  the  sheriff 

on  the  9th  of  February,  1865^  did  take  property  attached,  ana 
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removed  it;  and  evidence  was  offered  to  show  that,  before  and 
at  the  time  of  said  sale,  Haskins  was  in  failing  circumstances, 
and  that  certain  creditors  had  sued  out  writs  of  attachment,  as 
set  forth  in  defendants'  special  pleas,  against  the  goods  of  said 
Haskins,  and  that  the  taking  of  the  property  complained  of 
was  by  legal  process. 

Defendant  offered  further  evidence,  tending  to  prove  that 
said  sale  was  made  secretly,  but  several  of  the  plaintife'  wit- 
nesses stated  the  sale  was  not  made  secretly,  and  that,  while 
the  invoice  was  being  made  out,  people  were  coming  in  and 
going  out  of  the  store  as  usual ;  that  no  steps  were  taken  by 
any  one  to  make  the  sale  known  until  after  the  attachment 
was  laid;  that  from  the  time  of  the  sale,  Atherton  continued 
to  control  the  ^oods  and  the  business  as  before,  and  to  all  ap« 
pearance  was  doing  so  for  Haskins ;  that  sales  were  made  to 
customers  as  formerly,  without  notice  to  any  one  of  the  change 
of  proprietors,  and,  in  some  instances,  the  bills  and  receipts 
of  sales  to  customers  wete  made  out  in  the  name  of  Haskins. 
No  change  was  made  in  keeping  the  books ;  that  the  servants 
and  operatives  about  the  store  and  tin  shop  continued  to  work 
under  the  direction  of  Atherton,  with  no  knowledge  of  any 
sale,  and  supposing  the  business  was  bein^  carried  on  as  for- 
merly, and  for  the  use  of  Haskins;  but  it  did  not  appear  that 
any  of  these  things  were  authorized  by  the  plaintiffs  or  known 
to  them ;  and  that  this  condition  and  course  of  things  continued 
until  the  goods  were  seized  by  the  sheriff. 

After  the  testimony  was  closed,  the  court  charged  the  jury: 
First,  they  must  be  satisfied,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs named  in  the  declaration  had  a  joint  interest  in  tbe  prop- 
erty sued  for,  or  they  must  find  for  the  defendant.    * 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs;  which  shows  they  were 
satisfied  with  the  evidence  on  the  point  made,  or  considered 
the  objection  abandoned.  If  it  were  not  insisted  on  m  the 
court  below,  it  cannot  be  raised  herf*.  There  is  no  error  in 
this  charge  of  the  court. 

The  second,  third,  and  fourth  charges  were,  "that  if  the 
jury  believe  from  the  evidence  the  sale  was  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  hindering,  delaying,  or  defrauding  creditors,  it  was  in- 
valid as  against  the  defendant;  and  that  whether  the  sale  was 
or  was  not  fraudulent  was  a  question  of  fact,  to  be  determined 
by  the  jury  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  That  if 
me  sale  were  secret,  and  no  means  taken  to  apprise  the  public 
of  it,  these  were  tacts  which  threw  suspicion  ujon  the  transac- 
tion, but  did  not  make  the  sale  fraudulent  in  law  as  against 
the  defendant." 

It  is  insisted  that  the  sale  was'void  as  matter  of  law  agairt^t 
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creditors,  and  should  have  been  so  held  by  the  court;  and  the 
case  of  Hamilton  v.  Russell,  1  Cranch,  310,  1  Curtis,  415,  is 
cited  as  sustaining  this  position.  In  that  case,  Hamilton  made 
an  absolute  bill  of  sale  for  a  slave  on  the  4th  of  Januair,  1800, 
which  was  acknowledged  and  recorded  on  the  14th  of  April, 
1801.  The  slave  continued  in  the  possession  of  the  vendor 
until  an  execution  was  levied  on  him  as  the  property  of 
the  vendor.  Trespass  was  brought  against  the  plaintiff  in 
the  execution,  who  directed  the  levy  to  be  made.  The 
court  held,  under  the  statute  of  Virginia  against  frauds, 
that  an  absolute  bill  of  sale,  unless  possession  '^  accompanies 
and  follows ''  the  deed,  is  fraudulent;  and  the  case  of  Edwards 
V.  Harben,  2  Term  Rep.,  587,  was  cited.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  statute  is  in  affirmance  of  the  common  law. 

In  his  3d  volume  of  Commentaries,  Chancellor  Kent  has  an 
interesting  chapter  on  this  subject,  in  which  the  case  of  Ed- 
wards V.  Harben,  and  many  other  authorities,  are  cited ;  and 
he  favors  the  doctrine,  that  unless  the  possession  of  goods  fol- 
lows the  deed,  it  is  fraudulent  per  se.  But  he  states  many 
exceptions  to  this  rule,  as  where  the  possession  of  the  vendor 
is  consistent  with  the  deed  or  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
And  he  says,  in  Steward  v.  Lambe,  1  Brod.  and  Bing.,  506, 
the  court  of  C.  B.  questioned  very  strongly  the  general  doc- 
trine in  Edwards  v.  Harben,  that  actual  possession  was  neces- 
sary to  transfer  the  property  in  a  chattel,  and  the  authority 
itself  was  shaken.  And  he  observes,  the  conclusion  from  the 
more  recent  English  cases  would  seem  to  be,  that  though  a 
continuance  in  possession  by  the  vendor  be  prima  fade  a  badge 
of  fraud,  yet  the  presumption  of  fraud  may  be  rebutted  by  ex- 
planations. 

In  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Dixie,  7  Q.  B.,  894,  the  counsel,  who 
was  interested  in  maintaining  the  doctrine  of  Edwards  v.  Har- 
ben, admitted  that  "some  doubt  has  existed  whether  upon 
certain  facts,  as,  for  instance,  want  of  possession,  fraud  is  a 
question  of  law  to  be  decided  by  the  court,  or  of  fact  for  the 
jury;  but  it  seems  to  be  now  established  that  the  question  is 
for  the  jury."  In  Martindale  v.  Booth,  3  B.  and  Ad.,  498, 
Parke,  tfustice,  says,  the  dictum  of  Buller,  Justice,  in  Edwards 
V.  Harben,  has  not  been  considered  in  subsequent  cases  to  have 
that  import;  the  want  of  delivery  is  only  evidence  that  the 
transfer  was  colorable.  In  Benton  v.  Thornbell,  2  Marsh., 
427;  Lattimer  v,  Batson,  4  Barn,  and  Cress.,  652;  the  same 
doctrine  is  laid  down.  In  the  more  modern  English  cases,  the 
stringent  doctrine  of  Edwards  v.  Harben  has  been  departed 
from;  and  the  want  of  possession  of  chattels  purchased  is  con- 
sidered evidence  of  fraud  before  the  jury.    In  Ejdd  v,  Rawlin- 
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^My  2  Bas.  and  Pull.,  59,  Lord  Eldon  admitted  that  a  bill  of 
«ale  of  goods  mi^ht  be  taken  as  a  security  on  a  loan  of  money, 
and  the  goods  fairly  and  safely  left  with  the  debtor.  And  this 
decision  conformed  to  Lord  Holt's  view,  in  Cole  v.  Davis,  1 
Lord  Raymond,  724 ;  and  Lord  Eldon,  many  years  afterwards, 
declared,  in  Lady  Arundell  v.  Phipps,  10  Ver.,  145,  that  pos- 
session of  goods  by  the  vendor  was  only  prima  facie  evidence 
of  fraud.  In  Eastwood  v.  Brown,  1  Ryan  and  Moody,  Lord 
Tenterden  held,  want  of  possession  was  only  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  fraud. 

It  would  seem  to  be  difficult,  on  principle,  to  maintain  that 
the  possession  of  goods  sold  is,  per  se,  fraud,  to  be  so  pro- 
nounced by  the  court,  as  that  cuts  off  all  explanation  of  the 
transaction,  which  may  have  been  entirely  unexceptionable. 
If  circumstances,  at  law,  may  be  proved  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion of  fraud,  the  case  must  be  submitted  to  the  junr. 

But  the  case  before  us  is  not  similar  to  that  of  Hamilton  v. 
Russell.  There  was  a  change  of  possession  in  the  goods  pur- 
chased by  Anderson,  by  the  delivery  to  him  of  the  key  of  the 
outer  door  of  the  storehouse,  which  he  delivered  to  Atherton, 
who  had  agreed  to  continue  in  the  business  as  the  a^ent  of  the 
purchasers.  From  the  time  of  the  purchase,  Haskins  had  no 
possession  of  the  property,  nor  did  he  exercise  any  acts  of 
ownership  over  it.  He  was  absent  from  Lasalle  from  the  time 
of  the  sale  until  after  the  attachment  was  laid. 

Now,  whether  this  was  a  colorable  delivery  or  not,  was  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  not  a  matter  of  law  for  the  court 
It  is  clearly  not  within  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Russell. 

Few  questions  in  the  law  have  given  rise  to  a  greater  con- 
flict of  authority  than  the  one  under  consideration.  But  for 
many  vears  past  the  tendency  has  been,  in  England  and  in  the 
United  States,  to  consider  the  question  of  fraud  as  a  fact  for 
the  jury  under  the  instruction  of  the  court.  And  the  weight 
of  authority  seems  to  be  now,  in  this  country,  favorable  to  thia 
position.  Where  possession  of  goods  does  not  accompany  the 
deed,  it  is  prima  facie  fraudulent,  but  open  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  transaction,  which  may  prove  an  innocent  purpose.  But 
if  such  explanation  may  be  given,  it  is  a  departure  from  the 
stringent  rule  in  the  case  of  Edwards  v.  Harben. 

It  IS  urged  that  the  fourth  instruction  is  erroneous,  as  the 
jury  were  told,  though  the  sale  was  secret,  and  no  means  taken 
to  make  it  public,  it  was  not  fraudulent  in  law  against  the 
defendant  \V}iilst  in  the  old  cases  it  was  held  that  the  pos- 
session of  the  vendor  of  goods  sold  was  fraudulent  againal 
creditors,  no  case,  it  is  believed,  has  been  so  held  by  the  court 
on  the  alone  ground  of  secrecy  in  making  the  oontra«it.    It  ia 
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\  a  circumstance  connectdQ  with  other  facts  from  which  fraad 

may  be  inferred.  Bat  if  the  secrecy  supposed  amoauted  to 
absolute  fraud,  yet  the  court  could  not  have  so  pronounced  in 
this  case,  as  there  was  evidence  controverting  the  supposition 
of  secrecy,  which  the  court  could  not  properly  take  from  the 
consideration  of  the  juir. 

The  fifth  and  sixth  charges  were,  that  the  jury  were  to  de- 
termine the  facts  as  to  the  possession  after  the  sale ;  and  that, 
if  a  sale  is  made  by  a  party,  and  the  vendor  remains  in  pos- 
session, it  is  ordinarily  a  badge  of  fraud,  and  requires  explana- 
tion; and  under  the  sixth  they  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  to 
determine  whether  the  sale  was  m  good  faith  and  for  an  honest 
purpose ;  which  instructions  were,  as  we  think,  correct,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  general  doctrine  on  the  subject. 

A  decision  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  being  addressed  to 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  is  no  ground  for  a  writ  of  error. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 


Jambs  SxiNsoNy  Plaintiff  ik  Eebob,  v.  Hekoulbs  L.  Dousmah. 

Where  there  was  a  covenant  to  sell  land  npon  condition  that  the  pnrchase-money 
should  be  paid  in  instalments,  and  other  acts  done  by  the  eoyenantee,  in  iSulnr* 
to  perform  which,  rent  was  to  be  charged,  and  the  eoyenantee  &iled  to  execute 
his  contract,  the  rent  was  justly  chargeable. 

The  Territory  of  Ifinnesota  haying  abolished  the  court  of  chancery,  the  excuses 
of  the  defendant  must  be  judged  of  as  if  it  was  a  case  in  chancery,  the  statute 
haying  so  directed.  But  in  this  case,  time  would  be  held  to  be  an  essential 
consideration  in  the  contract  by  a  court  of  equity,  and  the  excuses  for  non-per- 
formance are  insufficient. 

The  equitable  as  well  as  legal  considerations  being  inyolyed  in  the  case,  and  th» 
amount  of  property  large,  this  court  can  take  jurisdiction,  although  the  amount 
of  rent  is  lets  than  one  thousand  dollars. 

This  case  was  brought  ud,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  Minnesota. 
The  &cts  are  statea  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argued  l^  Mr,  Cooper  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
Mr.  Gushing  and  Hir.  OUlet  for  the  defendant. 

l%e  principal  question  in  the  case  was,  whether  or  not  time 
was  of  the  essence  of  this  contract  as  to  the  payment  of  the 
first  instalment.  Upon  this  point,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error  admitted  that — 

While  time  is  material,  it  was  not  so  far  of  the  essence  of 
Buch  a  contract  as  this,  as  to  authorize  Dousman  to  dedare  if 
▼Did,  tftpecially  when  h  was  manifest  that  there  was  neither 
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wilful  laches,  negligence,  nor  want  df  ability,  on  the  part  of 
StinBon  to  perform  the  contract.  In  such  a  case,  equity  always 
aifords  relief.  (2  Story^s  Eq.  Jur.,  sees.  776,  776,  776  note, 
777,  1314,  1316,  1316,  1319;  Taylor  v.  Longworth,  1  McLean, 
402,  403;  same,  14  Pet.,  170;  Brashear  v,  Gratz,  6  Wheat, 
628;  Bank  of  Washington  v.  Hagner,  1  Pet,  464;  1  Font- 
blanque's  Eq.,  31  and  32,  note;  Newland  on  Contr.,  ch.  12, 
p.  238.) 

Upon  the  question  of  time,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in 
error  said : 

At  law,  the  time  of  performance  is  a  material  part  of  a  con* 
tract;  non-performance,  at  the  very  day,  is  always  to  be  held 
as  a  breach.  There  is  no  other  rule  applicable,  except  the  one 
named  in  the  contract 

In  equitjr,  the  same  rule  applies  where,  in  the  agreement,  the 
parties  evidently  contemplated  that  time  would  be  material, 
and  influence  their  action  or  interests.  In  the  present  case, 
the  parties  not  only  looked  to  the  possibility  of  the  non-per- 
formance according  to  the  letter  of  the  agreement,  but  they 
made  an  express  agreement  providing  for  that  contingency. 
They  did  not  leave  the  law  to  determine  the  consequences  of 
a  default,  but  made  a  law  for  themselves  on  that  subject,  by 
an  express  provision  in  the  body  of  their  agreement.  Instead 
of  providing  that  the  performance  might  be  made  at  a  future 
day,  and  a  compensation  in  damages  for  the  delay,  the  parties 
provided  that,  in  case  of  default  in  making  payment,  or  insu- 
ring, or  paving  taxes,  the  plaintiff  might  waive  the  contract 
of  sale,  and  accept  the  defendant  as  his  tenant,  from  the  date 
of  the  agreement  to  the  time  of  the  election  by  the  plaintiff  to 
avoid  the  contract.  There  is  no  case  for  the  law  to  act  upon; 
nothing  has  occurred  unprovided  for  in  the  contract  The  law 
cannot  step  in  and  act  upon  a  case,  and  declare  what  shall  be 
done  by  the  parties,  when  they  had,  by  their  agreement,  deter- 
mined for  themselves. 

[The  counsel  then  quoted  the  cases  of  Hipwell  i;.  Enight^ 
And  Secombe  v.  Steele,  and  continued:] 

In  the  present  case,  it  clearly  appears  affirmatively  that  the 
parties  regarded  the  time  an  essential  element  in  their  agree- 
ment, because  they  made  a  special  provision  to  meet  that  very 
contingency.  They  arranged  that  the  plaintiff  might  elect  to 
annul  the  contract^  if  it  was  not  literally  fulfilled.  No  other 
reason  can  be  assigned  for  that  provision.  Without  it,  the 
plaintiff  could  only  have  sued  upon  the  agreement  to  recover 
the  purchase-money  and  interest  by  way  of  damages.  Before 
eoit^  the  defendant  might  have  avoided  the  strict  rule  of  law^ 
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by  tender,  and  resorting  to  equity  to  relieve  from  his  defifcult; 
but  after  suit,  that  relief  would  not  have  been  open  to  him. 
In  the  present  ease,  the  parties  stipulated  for  an  additional 
privilege  in  ^ehalf  of  the  plaintiff.  Thej*^  made  a  provision 
for  a  change  in  the  contract,  by  which  the  original  agreement 
to  sell  was  converted,  by  the  action  of  the  plaintiff,  into  a  lease, 
;vith  a  specified  rent.  The  plaintiff  availed  himself  of  this  pro- 
vision on  the  occurrence  of  the  default  by  the  defendant,  as  he 
had  the  legal  and  equitable  right  to  do. 

Hence,  if  it  be  true,  under  the  laws  of  Minnesota,  (Laws 
of  March  3,  1853,  p.  20,  sees.  5,  6,)  which  we  controvert,  that 
the  defendant  can  meet  a  legal  claim  by  setting  up  an  equity, 
there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  authorize  any  such  defence, 
because  there  is  no  such  equity  in  favor  of  the  defendant  which 
he  can  set  up. 

[Other  points  were  made  upon  both  sides,  but  the  above  was 
the  principal  one  upon  which  the  decision  of  the  court  turned.] 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  suit  was  commenced  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  Ramsey  county,  Minnesota,  by  Dousman,  to  recover 
of  Stinson  four  hundred  and  eighty-one  and  sixteen  one-hun- 
dredths  dollars,  as  the  rent  or  a  parcel  of  land  in  the  city  of  St. 
Paul,  under  a  written  contract,  executed  in  Februarj^  1854, 
by  those  persons.  In  that  contract,  Dousman  covenanted  to 
sell  and  convey  to  Stinson  the  same  land  for  the  sum  of  eight 
thousand  dollars,  which  was  to  be  paid,  with  interest  at  the 
rate  of  ten  per  cent,  annually,  in  three  instalments;  the  first 
instalment  of  two  thousand  dollars,  and  interest,  was  to  be  paid 
the  1st  of  September,  1854.  The  vendee  was  required  to  keep 
the  building  insured,  and  enraged  that  the  policy  in  case  of 
loss  should  mure  to  the  benefit  of  the  vendor;  and  also  agreed 
to  pay  all  the  taxes  accruing  from  May,  1853.  The  contract 
concludes  with  an  express  condition,  'Hhat  in  case  of  failure 
by  the  vendee  to  perform  either  of  the  covenants  on  his  part, 
the  vendor  was  at  liberty  to  declare  the  contract  void,  and 
thereupon  to  recover,  by  distress  or  otherwise,  all  the  interest 
which  shall  have  accrued  upon  the  contract  up  to  the  day  of 
declaring  the  contract  void,  as  rent  for  the  use  and  occupation 
of  the  premises,  and  to  take  immediate  possession  thereof;  to 
regard  the  person  or  persons  in  possession  at  the  time  as  tenant 
or  tenat.ts  holding  without  permission,  and  to  recover  all  dam- 
ages sustained  by  unnecessary  destruction  of  timber  or  trees 
growing  on  the  premises,  or  by  holding  over  without  penuio- 
•ion." 
It  was  agreed,  that  if  the  vendee  paid  the  entire  puichase* 
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money,  or  secured  it  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  vendor,  he  should 
have  a  deed  at  any  time  after  the  payment  of  the  first  instal- 
ment. Contempoi  aueously  with  the  execution  of  the  contract, 
under  the  seals  of  the  parties,  the  vendee  rave  his  promissory 
note  tor  the  first  instalment.  This  instalment  was  not  paid 
according  to  the  note  or  contract;  no  insurance  was  effected 
on  the  property  within  the  terms  of  the  agreement  before  Sep- 
tember, 1854;  nor  were  the  taxes  on  the  lot  paid  before  that 
date. 

On  the  14th  of  September,  1854,  the  plaintiff  notified  the 
defendant  that  the  contract  of  sale  was  annulled,  and  he  should 
claim  as  rent  the  amount  of  interest  that  had  accrued  on  the 
price  stipulated  for  the  property,  and  demanded  immediate 
possession  of  the  premises,  under  the  conditions  of  the  contract 
The  object  of  this  suit  is  to  recover  that  sum  as  rent. 

The  statute  law  of  Minnesota  provides,  "that  all  equities 
existing  at  the  commencement  of  any  action  in  favor  of  a  de- 
fendant therein,  or  discovered  to  exist  after  such  commence- 
ment, and  before  a  final  decision,  shall  be  interposed,  if  at  all,, 
by  way  of  defence  to  the  action,  by  answer  or  supplemental 
answer  in  the  nature  of  a  counter  claim,  and  issue  tasen  there- 
on, by  a  reply  or  supplemental  reply  thereto,  and  be  deter- 
mined as  other  issues  in  such  actions;"  and  that,  "when  the 
party  prosecuted  has  equities,  claims,  or  demands,  which  could 
heretofore  only  be  enforced  by  cross-action  or  cross-bill,  the 
same  shall  be  interposed  by  way  of  answer  in  the  nature  of  a 
counter  claim,  and  the  plaintiff  may  reply  thereto  and  put  the 
same  in  issue ;  and  if  the  same  be  admitted  by  the  plaintiff  or 
the  issue  thereon  be  determined  in  favor  of  the  defendant^  he 
shall  be  entitled  to  such  relief,  equitable  or  otherwise,  as  the 
nature  of  the  case  demands,  by  judgment  or  otherwise.  The 
court  of  chancery  and  the  right  to  institute  chancery  suits  are 
abolished  in  the  Territory.  (Acts  of  Minnesota,  1853,  ch.  9, 
sees.  5,  6,  14.)  The  answer  of  the  defendant  is  framed  not 
only  to  present  a  legal  defence  arainst  the  claim  preferred  in 
the  petition,  but  also  to  obtain  a  decree  affirmative  of  the  con- 
tinuing validity  of  the  contract  of  sale. 

He  alleges  that  the  note  executed  for  the  first  instalment  of 
the  purchase-money  was  accepted  and  received  by  the  plaintiff 
for  that  instalment.  That,  to  provide  for  the  punctual  payment 
of  the  note,  he  sent  to  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff,  who  held,  and 
were  authorized  to  collect  it,  a  draft  on  a  merchant  of  respon- 
Bibility  for  its  full  amount,  under  a  reasonable  expectation  and 
belief  that  the  money  would  be  paid.  That  this  draft  was  pre- 
sented at  the  office  of  the  drawee  by  the  agents  of  the  plainti£^ 
ftt  a  time  when  he  was  absent,  and  that  his  clerk,  throtigh  mb» 
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take  or  error,  declined  to  pay  it;  that,  as  soon  as  he  heard  of 
the  dishonor  of  the  bill,  he  made  other  arrangements  for  the 
payment  of  the  first  instalment  by  a  bill  on  bankers  in  New 
York,  and  that  this  bill  was  offered  to  the  plaintiff  before  the 
date  of  his  notice  to  the  defendant.  That  he  has  tendered  the 
money  and  interest  to  the  plaintiff,  and  his  tender  has  been 
refused,  and  he  now  deposits  the  money  in  court  for  his  use. 
He  further  answers,  that  the  buildings  on  the  lot  have  been  cov- 
ered by  a  suitable  policy  of  insurance,  but  the  amount  of  the 
loss,  if  any,  was  not  payable  to  the  plaintiff*  That  there  was 
a  mistake  in  the  contract  relative  to  this  stipulation,  which 
needed  amendment,  and  that  he  deferred  the  transfer  of  the 
prlicy  till  the  correction  was  made.  That  he  is  now  willing 
to  assign  the  policy  to  the  plaintiff. 

He  answers,  that  since  tne  notice  of  the  plaintiff  he  has  at* 
tempted  to  pay  the  taxes  in  arrear,  but  that  he  had  been  fore- 
stalled by  him;  that  he  is  ready  to  pay  the  amount  of  taxes 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  into  court.  The  defendant  claims  that 
the  plaintiff  has  sustained  no  injury  from  any  delay  on  his 
part,  and  that  he  is  able  and  willing  to  fulfil  his  contract. 

The  District  and  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota  decided  that 
the  answer  was  not  sufiScieut,  and  judgment  was  entered  for 
the  plaintiff.  The  admissions  of  the  answer  exhibit  a  case  of 
default  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  respect  to  his  perform- 
ance of  the  covenants  in  the  contract  of  sale.  The  technical 
rule,  that  '^  accord  and  satisfaction  is  no  bar  to  an  action  tor 
debt  certain,  covenanted  to  be  paid,"  is,  perhaps,  inapplicable 
in  a  system  like  that  contained  in  the  code  of  Minnesota ;  and 
it  is  probably  true,  that  a  debt  by  covenant  may  be  discharged 
there  by  a  simple  contract  or  agreement.  But  the  answer  of 
the  defendant  does  not  show  that  the  promissory  note  given 
for  the  first  instalment  of  the  purchase-money  was  designed  to 
be  a  substitute  for  the  covenant,  and  was  taken  in  discharge 
of  the  debt  created  by  it.  Nor  can  we  suppose  that  the  plain- 
tiff intended  to  release  the  condition  which  formed  so  important 
a  part  of  his  security.  The  contract  and  the  note  bear  date  ol 
the  same  dav,  relate  to  the  same  subject,  and  are  consistent 
with  each  otiier.  The  evidence  must  be  very  explicit  and  an-  ~ 
equivocal,  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  one  was  designed 
to  impair  or  alter  the  effect  of  the  other. 

The  excuses  rendered  by  the  defendant  for  his  non-payment 
of  the  taxes  due  upon  the  property,  and  his  failure  to  insure 
the  buildings  for  the  security  of  the  plaintifl^  are  insufficient. 
The  record  discloses  a  case  of  inattention  and  neglect  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  which  authorized  the  plaintiff  at  law  to 
annul  tne  contract 
VOL.  XX.  80 
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The  queBtion  arises,  whether  his  answer  affords  any  ground 
for  equitable  interposition  in  his  favor.  In  respect  to  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  land,  a  court  of  equity,  in  general,  does  not  exact 
from  the  parties  a  punctual  performance  of  their  engagements, 
to  entitle  them  to  its  aid  in  obtaining  a  specific  performance. 
If  the  contract  is  silent  in  respect  to  the  condition  of  time,  or 
.Cails  to  indicate  a  distinct  purpose  of  the  parties  to  make  it  an 
essential  consideration,  and  where  no  circumstance  exists  to 
manifest  its  importance,  it  is  the  habit  of  the  court  to  relax 
the  stringency  of  the  rules  of  legal  interpretation  on  that  sub- 
ject, and  to  decree  performance,  and  direct  compensation,  even 
m  cases  where  there  has  been  inattention  or  neglect,  (Se 
combe  v.  Steele,  20  How.,  sup. ;  Roberts  v.  Berry,  3  De  Q., 
M.,  and  Gord.)  But  if  the  parties  have  declared  in  their  con- 
tract that  time  is  a  material  consideration,  and  have  agreed 
that  their  rights  shall  depend  upon  a  scrupulpus  fidehty  to 
their  engagements,  it  does  not  belong  to  that  court  to  make 
another  law  for  the  parties.  Where  it  plainly  appears  that 
the  sale  is  conditional,  and  its  completion  is  dependent  upon 
the  fulfilment  of  any  of  the  terms  with  punctuality  by  either 
party,  a  court  of  equity,  in  general,  will  not  interpose  to  relieve 
the  party  in  default,  on  the  principle  that  time  is  not  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract. 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  contract  recites,  that  the  vendor, 
in  consideration  of  one  dollar,  part  of  the  purchase-money 
thereafter  mentioned,  and  then  actually  paid,  and  upon  the 
express  condition  that  the  defendant  do  well  and  faithfully 
perform  the  covenants  and  agreements  thereafter  mentioned, 

red  to  execute  and  deliver  a  deed  of  conveyance  in  fee  sim- 
X    ,  &c. 

To  the  terms  of  sale  there  is  the  condition,  "Provided,  al- 
ways, (and  these  presents  are  upon  this  express  condition,} 
that  in  case  of  failure  in  the  performance  of  either  of  the 
covenants  or  agreements  on  the  part  of  the  vendee  to  be  per- 
formed, the  vendor  shall  have  the  right  to  declare  this  contract 
void."  The  contract  concludes  with  a  minute  description  of 
the  relations  and  consequences  that  were  to  ensue  from  tho 
-exercise,  by  the  vendor,  of  the  right  he  had  thus  reserved. 

The  contingency  thus  foreseen  and  provided  for  occurred. 
The  defendant  failed  to  perform  either  term  of  his  contract, 
and  his  answer  contains  no  valid  excuse  for  his  neglect 

The  defendant  in  error  objected,  that  the  matter  in  dispate 
was  not  of  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars,  and  therefore 
this  coart  had  no  Jurisdiction  of  the  cause.  The  objection 
mi^ht  be  well  founded,  if  this  was  to  be  regarded  merely  as  ao 
action  at  common  law 
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Bat  the  equitable  as  well  as  the  lenl  consideratioiiB  involved 
«Q  the  cause,  are  to  be  coDsidered.  The  effect  of  the  judgment 
is  to  adjust  the  legal  and  equitable  claims  of  the  parties  to  the 
subject  of  the  suit. 

The  subject  of  the  suit  is  not  merely  the  amount  of  rent 
claimed,  but  the  title  of  the  respective  parties  to  the  land  un- 
der the  contract.  The  contract  shows  that  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute was  valued  by  the  parties  at  eight  thousand  dollars. 
(Bennett  v.  Butterworth,  8  How.,  124.)  We  think  tiiia  court 
has  jurisdiction.    Judgment  affirmed. 


Enoch  C.  Robbrts,  Plaintot  in  Ebbob,  9.  Jambs  M.  Coopbb. 

This  court  again  decides,  that  after  a  case  has  been  brought  here  and  decided,  and 
a  mandate  issued  to  the  court  below,  if  a  second  writ  of  error  is  sued  out,  it 
brings  up  for  reyision  nothing  but  the  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  mandate. 

IThe  deposition  of  an  officer  of  the  Qeneral  Land  Office,  as  to  the  opinions  and 
practice  prevailing  in  that  office,  cannot  be  read  to  the  jury  as  proof  of  the  law, 
although  it  might  have  influence  with  the  court  in  explaining  the  law  to  the 
jury. 

The  ancient  Bnglish  doctrines  respecting  maintenance  or  champerty  have  not  found 
k  fayor  in  the  United  States ;  and  in  Michigan  (where  the  land  lies  which  is  in- 

I  volved  in  the  present  controYerqr)  its  application  to  sales,  by  one  out  of  poisei- 

sion,  has  been  annulled. 

Although,  in  that  State,  an  agreement  to  cany  on  a  suit  upon  condition  of  recelT* 
ing  a  share  of  the  proceecU  might  be  void,  yet  the  rule  would  not  apply  to  a 
transfer  of  the  legal  estate  to  one,  in  trust  for  himself  and  the  other  stockholders 
in  a  corporation. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Oircnit 
Oourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Michigan. 

It  was  the  same  case  which  was  before  this  court  at  Decem- 
ber term,  1855,  and  is  reported  in  18  Howard,  178. 

A  venire  de  novo  having  been  ordered,  the  case  came  up 
again  for  trial,  on  the  circuit,  in  June,  1856.  The  result  was 
a  verdict  and  judgment  in  favor  of  Cooper,  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  onginal  action. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  stated  that  an  a^eed  state  of  facts, 
dated  Washington  city,  April  17th,  1854,  signed  by  S.  F.  Vin 
ton  for  plaintiff,  and  Truman  Smith  for  oofendant,  with  all 
the  papers  therein  referred  to  and  thereto  annexed,  was  read 
in  evidence  to  the  jury,  a  true  copy  of  which  statement,  with 
the  papers  thereto  annexed,  is  hereto  appended. 

And  there  was  also  j^ut  in  evidence,  and  read  to  the  jury,  a 
statement  and  stipulation,  dated  June  24th,  1856,  and  signed 
by  S.  F.  Vinton  K)r  the  plaintifl^  and  T.  Romeyn  for  the  de- 
fendant, together  with  the  papers  therein  referred  to  %aA  afe^ 
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tached  thereto,  a  true  copy  of  which  statement,  with  a  copy  of 
all  the  papers  thereto  annexed,  is  hereto  appended.  Theplain* 
tiff  objected  to  the  reading  of  the  deposition  of  John  mlson^ 
and  the  court  excluded  the  same  from  the  jury,  to  which  ruling 
the  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant  thenjproduced  and  offered  to  prove  a  deed  of 
release  from  Alft'ed  Williams  and  wife  to  the  Minnesota  Min 
ing  Company,  dated  June  20th,  1856,  covering  the  lands  in 
controversy;  and  further  offered  to  prove,  in  connection  there- 
with, that  at  the  time  when  the  said  Cooper  obtained  the  deed 
of  the  premises  in  controversy  from  Alfred  Williams,  the  Min- 
nesota Mining  Company  was  in  actual  and  open  possession  of  the 
same,  claiming  title  under  their  patent  from  the  United  States, 
and  that  the  said  Cooper  knew  of  such  claim  and  occupancy 
before  and  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  and  of  said  conveyance ; 
that  he  obtained  said  title  from  Alfred  Williams,  he  bemg  the 
naked  trustee  of  John  Bacon,  and  that  all  the  negotiations  for 
the  said  purchase,  and  the  purchase  itself*  were  had  between 
said  Cooper  and  Bacon,  the  said  Williams  acting  under  the 
directions  and  for  the  benefit  of  said  Bacon,  and  having  or 
claiming  no  personal  interest  in  said  lands;  that  said  purchase 
and  conveyance  were  made  for  the  following  purpose,  namely: 
That  said  Cooper  should  hold  the  same  in  trust  for  a  corpora- 
tion known  as  the  National  Mining  Company,  all  of  whose 
stock  was  held  bv  said  John  Bacon ;  and  by  the  conditions  of 
said  sale,  the  said  Cooper  was  to  receive,  and  did  receive,  with 
said  conveyance,  six-tenths  of  the  stock  aforesaid,  and  the  said 
Bacon  was  to  retain,  and  did  retain,  four-tenths  of  said  stock. 
That  the  said  Cooper  purchased  said  stock,  and  took  said  con- 
veyance, with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  claims  and  occupancy 
of  the  Minnesota  Mining  Company,  and  with  the  intention  of 
prosecuting  the  title  purchased  by  him,  by  legal  proceedings 
in  this  court  against  the  Minnesota  Mining  Company,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  National  Mining  Company ;  and  that  before  said 
conveyance  was  delivered  to  him  by  said  Williams,  the  said 
Cooper,  in  coniunction  with  the  said  Bacon,  applied  to  counsel 
in  the  city  of  Detroit,  to  employ  such  counsel  m  the  litigation 
aforesaid,  which  was  to  be  had  with  the  Minnesota  Mining  Com- 
pany— ^to  which  evidence  the  plaintiff  objected,  and  the  court 
excluded  the  same— to  which  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  then  stated  sundry  prayers  offered  by 
the  defendant  upon  points  which  were  covered  by  the  decision 
of  this  court  in  18  Howard,  and  which  it  is  not  thought  neces 
sary  to  insert 

The  defendant  farther  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury^ 
that  i£  when  said  Williams  conveyed  to  said  Cooper  the  prem> 
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in  qaeation,  the  said  Minnesota  Mining  Company  was  in 
actaal  and  open  possession  of  said  lands,  claiming  title  thereto 
under  their  patent,  the  said  conveyance  was  void  m  law  against 
the  said  company  and  all  claiming  under  them ;  which  instruc- 
tions the  court  refused  to  give,  and  to  this  ruling  the  defend- 
ant excepted. 

Upon  these  exceptions  the  case  came  up  to  this  court,  and 
was  argued  by  Mr.  Truman  Smith  and  Mr.  Recerdy  Johnson  for 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  Mr.  VinUm  for  the  defendant. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  made  the  following 
points: 

I.  The  plaintiff  in  error,  who  was  the  defendant  below,  should 
have  a  rehearing  accorded  to  him  on  the  whole  case,  irrespect- 
ive of  the  former  decision. 

1.  The  statute  of  Michigan  gives  to  the  defendant  in  eject- 
ment an  opportunity  for  a  new  trial  before  he  is  dispossessed. 
(Mich.  Rev.  Stat.,  492.) 

On  a  revision  of  the  case,  the  party  is  to  be  heard  at  large, 
both  as  to  the  law  and  fact.  Besides,  in  this  case,  the  former 
verdict  and  the  intermediate  rulings  were  all  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  below;  and  therefore  it  might  well  happen  that  he 
did  not  (as  the  fact  was)  introduce  all  the  evidence  at  his  com- 
mand, nor  take  all  the  available  grounds  of  defence. 

2.  In  this  case,  the  court  was  ooliged  to  deal  with  questions 
arising  under  the  acts  of  Congress,  which  treat  of  a  peculiar 
subject  in  a  new  and  special  manner,  and  therefore  it  could 
not  avail  itself  of  the  aids  of  familiar  practice  and  analo- 
gous adjudication,  usually  at  command  in  disposing  of  cases 
arising  under  our  land  laws,  and  often  throwing  mucn  light  on 
the  path  to  satisfactory  results.  The  court,  on  the  former  oc- 
casion, without  knowing,  or  having  any  means  of  knowing, 
what  had  been  the  contemporaneous  construction  of  the  act  of 
March  1st,  1847,  and  what  had  been  the  uniform  action  and 
course  of  the  Executive  in  carrying  that  act  into  effect,  could 
only  look  to  the  terms  in  which  it  is  conceived;  and  as  it  is, 
to  some  extent  at  least,  wanting  in  perspicuity,  it  is  no  matter 
of  surprise  that  a  contrariety  of  opinion  should  have  existed  on 
the  bench,  or  that  the  court  should  have  arrived  at  conclusions 
with  some  difficulty  and  hesitation.  The  new  lights  alluded 
to  now  appearing,  on  the  deposition  of  the  late  Commissioner 
Wilson,  and  the  court  being  informed  that  all  these  lease  titles 
stand  on  precisely  the  same  footing,  it  can  hardly  fail  to  real- 
ize the  propriety  of  ^viug  the  act  of  March  Ist  a  careful  re* 
wamination,  before  it  adopts  as  irreversible  a  couatructioii 
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which  must  subvert  numerous  titles,  and  involve  in  ruin  mill- 
ions  of  capital.  The  circumstance  that  there  are  numerous 
properties  to  be  deeply  affected  by  the  judgment  of  the  courts 
where  tlie  parties  interested  have  no  opportunity  to  be  heard, 
ijonstitutes  a  strong  reason  for  according  to  the  plaintiff  in 
error  a  rehearing,  without  prejudice — ^thus  realizing  one  of  the 
princioal  objects  of  the  statute  alluded  to. 

8.  On  a  careful  analysis  of  the  record,  it  will  be  found  to 
Involve — 

a.  Two  questions  arising  out  of  objections,  made  on  the  for- 
mer hearing  by  the  present  plaintiff  in  error,  to  the  title  of  the 
defendant  in  error,  based  on  the  compact  with  Michigan  for 
school  lands,^  or  rather  on  the  terms  in  which  that  compact  is 
expressed;  which  objections  stand  on  this  record  precisely  as 
thev  stood  before ;  and  which,  having  been  fully  considered 
ana  disposed  of  adversely  to  the  present  plaintiff,  are  not  now 
renewed. 

b.  A  question  arising  out  of  an  objection  made  by  the  same 
party  to  the  title  of  the  present  defendant,  based  on  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  Michigan,  which  will  be  renewed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  submitting  acts  of  the  Michigan  Legislature  that  es- 
caped notice  on  the  former  hearing,  and  have,  it  is  conceived, 
a  most  important  bearing  on  the  matter  in  issue. 

c.  A  question  on  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  com- 

{)act  between  the  United  States  and  Michigan,  relative  to  school 
ands,  insisted  on  by  the  defendant  in  error  at  the  former  hear- 
ing, and  constituting  an  objection  to  the  title  of  the  Minnesota 
Mining  Company,  which  was,  impliedly  at  least,  overruled  by 
the  court,  and  will  doubtless  be  now  renewed ;  therefore  the 
subject  must  be  re-examined  by  us  (the  counsel  for  the  plain 
tiffin  error.) 

d.  A  question  on  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  acts  of 
Congress  of  March  1st,  1857,  and  September  26th,  1850,  which 
the  defendant  in  error  contended,  and  which  a  majority  of  the 
court  held,  to  be  fatal  to  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  This 
question  will  be  re-examined  in  connection  with  new  and  very 
material  facts,  appearing  on  the  record,  which  change,  it  is  con- 
ceived, the  whole  aspect  of  the  case.  It  will  be  insisted,  that 
if  there  be  anything  in  this  objection,  neither  the  Minnesota 
Mininer  Company  nor  the  defendant  in  error  have  any  title- 
to  the  lands  in  dispute,  that  they  remain  and  are  public  land, 
and  consequently  the  defendant  in  error  cannot  recover. 

e.  A  question  on  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  offered  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  on  the  trial  below,  to  show  that  the  deed 
by  which  the  defendant  in  error  derived  title  was  void,  by  rea- 
lM>n  of  a  champertouB  agreement  made  by  and  between  him 
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(the  defendant  in  error)  and  John  Bacon,  in  equity  the  owner 
of  the  property  in  dispute. 

/.  A  question  as  to  the  regularity  of  the  verdict  and  judg- 
ment below,  and  whether  the  former  should  not  be  set  aside, 
and  the  latter  reversed,  for  reasons  which  appear  of  record. 

4.  The  circumstance  that  the  court  was  not  full  on  the  for- 
mer occasion,  and  that  there  was  a  divided  opinion,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  vast  interests  at  stake,  constitute  strong  reasons 
why  there  should  be  a  rehearing  without  prejudice. 

[The  second,  third,  fourth,  and  sixthpoints  are  omitted,  as 
being  covered  by  the  decision  in  18th  Howard.  The  fifth  re- 
ferred to  that  part  of  the  bill  of  exceptions  which  involved  the 
charge  of  champerty.] 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  a  more  aggravated  case  of  cham- 
perty. Hence  we  insist  that  the  deed  from  Williams  and  wife 
to  Cooper,  executed  at  the  request  of  Bacon,  in  performance 
of  this  corrupt  agreement  on  his  part,  was  utterly  void ;  and 
that  therefore  the  evidence  was  clearly  admissible. 

Before  the  enactment  of  the  revision  of  1846,  by  the  Legis- 
lature of  Michigan,  it  was  held,  in  conformity  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law,  by  the  courts  of  that  State,  that  a 
grant  of  land  is  inoperative  and  void,  if,  at  the  time  of  the 
grant,  such  land  is  in  the  actual  possession  of  another,  claim- 
ing under  a  title  adverse  to  the  grantee.  (1  Doug.  Rep.,  19. 
38;  Buckner's  Lessee  v.  Lawrence;  ib.,  546,  566;  Stockton  v. 
Williams,  Walker's  Oh.  Rep.,  260;  Godfrey  v.  DesbrowJ 

But  by  the  revision  of  1846,  tit.  xiv,  ch.  65,  sec.  7,  the  Legis- 
lature enacted,  that  "no  ffrant  or  conveyance  of  land,  or  in- 
terest therein,  shall  be  void,  for  the  reason  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  thereof,  such  lands  shall  be  in  the  actual  pos- 
session of  another  claiming  adversely."  By  this  provision,  the 
Legislature  undoubtedly  abolished  so  much  of  the  common 
law  of  the  State  as  inhibited  the  purchase,  under  the  circum- 
stances named,  of  disputed  titles ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  they 
did  not  abrogate  the  common  law  on  the  subject  of  champerty. 
It  is  believed  that  the  following  remarks,  to  evince  the  inva- 
lidity of  the  deed  from  Williams  and  wife  to  Cooper,  will  not 
be  deemed  inappropriate  : 

1.  What  is  champerty  at  the  common  law?  "It  is,"  says 
Lord  Coke,  (in  his  Com.  on  Litt.  Ins.,  368  6,)  "to  maintain  to 
have  a  part  of  the  land,  or  anything  out  of  the  land,  or  part  of 
the  debt,  or  other  thing  in  plea  or  suit;  and  this  is  campipar- 
titi^  or  champertie.  The  circumstance  that  the  champertoua 
^eement  is  a  verbal  one  makes  no  difference;  for  Fitz.  If  at* 
Bi*ev.,  171,  A,  says,  that  ^the  writ  of  champerty  lieth  where  m\ 
man,  by  covenant  or  ac^reement,  made  by  writing  or  by  word| 
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a^eeth  to  have  a  part  of  the  thing,  or  land,  or  debt,  which  is 
in  suit,  that  shall  be  recovered  if  the  party  recover,  to  main- 
tain and  aid  him  in  the  action  and  in  the  manner  for  which  he 
sueth.'  (a.)  'Then  he  who  is  grieved  shall  have  this  action 
against  him  who  maintaineth  the  suit  for  the  same  intent/  " 
The  author  then  proceeds  to  give  the  form  of  the  writ  which 
is  not  material  to  the  argument,  and  therefore  is  omitted. 
*'  Champerty  is  the  most  oaious  species  of  maintenance."  (Co- 
myns,  I)ig.,  tit.  Maintenance,  A  2.)  '^If  he  who  maintains 
another  is  to  have,  by  agreement,  a  part  of  the  land  or  debt,  kc.^ 
iu  suit,  it  is  called  champerty,"  (ib.;)  ''or  if  he  agrees  to  have  a 
rent  or  other  profit  out  of  the  land,"  (ib.,^  "though  the  agree- 
ment be  by  parol  or  deed."  (Ib.)  BlacKstone,  in  his  Com.^ 
vol.  4,  p.  135,  speaks  of  these  champertors  as  "  the  pests  of  civil 
society,  that  are  perpetually  endeavoring  to  disturb  the  repose 
of  their  neighbors,  and  officiously  interfering  in  other  men's 
quarrels,  even  at  the  hazard  of  their  own  fortunes;"  and  he 
adds,  they  "  were  severely  animadverted  on  by  the  Roman  law." 

2.  Champerty  is  an  onence  at  the  common  law,  irrespective 
of  the  old  English  statutes  on  the  subject  (Com.  Dig.,  tit 
Maintenance,  A  2;  4  Kent  Com.,  p.  449;  Story's  Eq.  Com., 
sec.  1048;  3  Greenl.  Ev.,  sec.  180;  1  Russell  on  Crimes,  180; 
8  Vesey,  jr.,  449,  Wallis  v.  The  Duke  of  Portland;  11  Mass. 
Rep.,  549,  Sweet  v.  Poor;  5  Pick.  Rep.,  348,  Brinley  v.  Whit- 
ney ;  ib.,  353,  per  Parker,  C.  J.;  9  Mete.  Rep.,  489,  Lathrop  v. 
Amherst  Bank;  22  Wend.  Rep.,  403,  Small  v.  Mott;  ib.,  405, 
406,  per  Walworth,  Ch.;  1  Ham.  Rep.,  Ohio,  132,  Key  v.  Vatr 
tier;  13  ib.,  175,  Weekly  v.  Hale;  4  Litt,417,  Rust  v.  Larue; 
5  Monr.,  416,  Brown  v.  Beauchamp;  3  S.  and  M.  Rep.,  180, 
Sessions  v.  Reynolds.) 

3.  Champerty  is  nudum  in  se  at  the  common  law,  and  was  so 
held  to  be  by  Bracton  before  the  enactment  of  the  statutes;  (8 
Edward  I,  ch.  28,  and  ch.  33;  and  28  Edw.  I,  ch.  11,  per  Wal- 
worth,  Ch.,  22,  Wend.  Rep.,  406.)  That  learned  Chancellor, 
after  denouncing  champerty  as  the  worst  species  of  mainte- 
nance, and  after  admitting  that  the  revised  statutes  of  New 
York  had  in  a  general  decree  abrogated  the  law  of  mainte- 
nance, adds :  '*  1  do  not  think,  however,  that  an  agreement  acta« 
ally  champertous,  as  when  a  stranger  to  the  subject  of  litigation, 
who  has  no  interest  therein  in  law  or  equity,  or  in  expectancy 
b^  the  ties  of  blood  or  affinity,  agrees  to  assist  in  embroiling 
his  neighbor  in  litigation,  or  in  carrjnng  their  suits  throuffE 
the  diiierent  courts  after  they  are  commenced,  upon  a  stipula- 
tion that  he  shall  receive  a  share  of  the  fruits  of  the  litij^atiaa 
m  »  reward  for  his  mischievous  iuterterence,  can  be  eutoioad 
m  eoartfi  of  justice." 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1867.  478 

RobtrU  T.  Cocper, 

4.  The  courts  in  this  couDtry  have  uniformly  pronoanced 
a^inst  the  validity  of  all  contracts  or  transactions  tainted 
with  champerty.  In  Massachusetts,  11  Mass.  Rep.,  549,  Swe<^t 
V.  Poor;  5  Pick.  Kup.,  848,  Brindley  v.  Whiting;  9  Mete.  Rep., 
489,  Lathrop  v.  Amherst  Bank ;  in  New  York,  2  Sand.  Supr. 
Ct.  Rep.,  141,  Satterlee  v.  Frazer;  5  John.  Ch.  Rep.,  44,  Ar(kn 
V.  Tattersou;  22  Wend.  Rep.,  403,  Small  v.  Mott;  in  Ohio,  1 
Ham.  Rep.,  132,  Key  v.  Vattier ;  in  Kentucky,  8  B.  Mon.  Rep., 
488,  Thompson  v.  w  arren ;  in  Alabama,  9  Ala.  Rep.,  756,  Byrd 
V.  Oden ;  17  ib.,  206,  Elliott  v.  McClelland ;  24  ib.,  472,  Wheeler 
V.  Pounds;  in  Mississippi,  7  S.  and  M.,  130,  Sessions  v.  Reyn- 
olds; 11  ib.,  249,  Doe  o.  Ingersolls;  in  Tennessee,  11  Humph. 
Rep.,  189,  Wilson  v.  Nance ;  10  ib.,  342,  Morrison  v.  Drader- 
ick;  and  in  Illinois,  11  111.  Rep.,  568,  McQoon  v.  Ankeny.  In 
Dishler  v.  Dodge,  16  How.  Rep.  S.  C.  U.  S.,  622;  ib.,  632, 
€33,  645,  where  Dodge,  the  defendant  in  error,  treasurer,  and 
tax  collector  of  Cuyahoga  county,  Ohio,  had  distrained  the 
amount  due  for  taxes  from  certain  banks  in  bank  notes,  and 
had  deposited  such  notes  with  the  Cleveland  Insurance  Com- 
pany, and  where  the  banks  had  subsequently  unit-ed  in  a  writ- 
ten and  absolute  transfer  of  these  notes  to  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
who  brought  replevin,  it  was  held  by  two  of  the  justices  of  this 
court  (Catron  and  Daniel)  that  the  transaction  was  ''disrepu- 
table," and  the  transfer  void  for  champerty.  But  if,  in  place  of 
making  an  absolute  sale,  the  banks  had  transferred  the  notes 
on  an  express  agreement  that  Dishler  should  institute  an  action, 
prosecute  it  to  consummation,  and  divide  the  results  as  in  this 
case,  would  not  the  whole  court  have  united  in  pronouncing 
the  transfer  corrupt,  and  the  title  thus  attempted  to  be  acquired 
a  nullity  ?  It  was  precisely  because  the  transfer  was  absolute, 
and  the  banks  had,  or  were  to  have,  no  remaining  interest,  that 
the  majority  of  the  court  upheld  the  transaction. 

5.  Champerty  being  deemed  immoral,  and  at  the  common 
law  rendering  all  contracts  or  transactions  tainted  therewith 
null  and  void,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  common-law  rule 
on  that  subject  obtains  m  the  State  of  Michigan.  ''But  if 
maintenance  or  champertv,"  says  Ch.  J.  Parker,  (1  Pick.  Rep., 
417,  Thurston  v.  Percival,)  "is  malum  in  se^  or  an  offence  at 
common  law,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  without  any  statute,  that 
the  same  law  is  in  force  there;'*  that  is  to  say,  in  the  State  of 
New  York.  But  7:e  are  not  left  to  presumption  in  this  case; 
for  the  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan  have  held  expressly  that 
the  common  law  is  in  force  in  that  State,  except  so  far  as  it  is 
repugnant  to  or  inconsistent  with  its  Constitution  or  statutes* 
{2  Doug.  Rep.,  184,  Stout  v.  Keyes;  ib,,  515,  Rue  High,  appel- 
ant ;  iU,  52b,  per  Wiug,  J.)   ^ud  1  bey  have  particularly  reco^ 
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Aised  and  enforced  the  conimou  law,  on  the  subject  of  muii- 
tenance  and  champerty,  in  that  State.  (1  Doug.  Kep.,  19;  ib.^ 
38,  Buckner's  Lessee  t\  Lawrence;  ib.,  566,  Stockton  v.  Wil- 
liams.) 

6.  The  statute  of  Michigan,  Rev.,  1846,  tit.  xiv,  eh.  65,  sea 
7,  p.  263,  did  no  more  than  remove  the  illegality  of  a  convey- 
ance when  there  was  an  adverse  possession.  It  did  not  touch 
the  illegality  of  an  agreement  tainted  with  champerty,  nor 
make  a  deed,  executed  in  conformity  with  such  agreement, 
valid.  The  statute  merelv  allows  a  grantee,  in  a  case  of  adverse 
possession,  to  recover,  in  his  own  name,  what  the  law,  as  it  pre* 
viously  stood,  permitted  him  to  do,  in  the  name  of  his  grantor. 
n  Doug.  Rep.,  546,  Stockton  v.  Williams;  5  Pick.  Rep.,  348, 
Brinkley  v.  Whiting;  8  B.  Mon.  Rep.,  368,  Ring  v.  Gray;  11 
Humph.  Rep.,  189,  Wilson  r.  Nance.) 

7.  The  authorities  show  that  the  offence  of  champerty  is  quite 
distinct  from  that  of  the  illegality  of  buying  a  title  in  a  case  of 
adverse  possession.  This  distinction  is  recognised  in  this  coun- 
try, both  in  statutory  enactments  and  by  the  decisions  of  the 
courts.  Thus,  in  Ohio,  it  is  held  that  a  conveyance  of  land, 
in  the  adverse  possession  of  another,  is  not  void,  (15  Ohio  Rep., 
156,  Cressinger  v.  Welch ;)  but  that  the  aid  of  tne  courts  will 
not  be  given  to  sanction  and  enforce  champerty  or  other  con- 
tracts,  contrary  to  public  justice  and  to  the  peace  and  happi- 
ness of  the  community.  (1  Ham.  Rep.,  132,  Key  v.  Vattier.) 
There  can  be  no  champerty  without  an  adverse  possession ;  but 
in  Michigan  there  may  be  a  sale  or  conveyance  where  there  is 
an  adverse  possession,  either  with  or  without  champerty.  In 
the  latter  case,  the  deed  is  made  valid  by  the  statute  referred 
to,  and  in  the  former  it  is  void  at  the  common  law.  In  Eng- 
land, and  in  most  of  the  States  of  this  Union  having  laws 
against  buying  disputed  titles,  the  question  of  champerty  can 
hardly  arise  as  in  this  case ;  but  the  statute  of  Michigan,  hav- 
ing enabled  a  party  disseized  to  convev  notwithstanding,  we 
now  find  a  champertor  in  court,  invoking  the  judgment  and 
process  of  the  court  to  consummate  the  illegality.  Will  the 
court  aid  him?  In  ordinary  cases,  the  champertor  merely  con- 
tracts to  pay  or  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  a  lawsuit  com- 
menced, or  to  be  commenced,  in  the  name  of  the  party  with 
whom  the  arrangement  is  made,  in  consideration  of  a  share  of 
the  proceeds;  but  Blackstone,  in  his  Commentaries,  (4  vol.,  p. 
185,)  says,  "that,  in  our  sense  of  the  word,"  champerty  "signi- 
fies the  purchasing  of  a  suit,  or  right  of  suing;"  and  then  he 
adds :  "No  man  should  purchase  any  pretence  to  sue  in  an- 
other's right"  Quoted  and  approved  by  Catron,  J.,  in  16 
How.  Rep.  8.  C.  U.  8.,  688.)    "I  am  not  aware,"  says  thm 
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learned  judge,  ^^  that  this,  as  a  general  rule,  has  been  disputed/' 
Certainly  not,  if  the  case  involves  a  division  of  proceeds;  and 
this  is  exactly  what  Mr.  Cooper  has  done.  The  law  of  cham- 
perty does  not  require  an  obligation  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit, 
or  a  contribution  in  cash  to  the  expenses  of  the  litigation,  to 
constitute  the  offence  j  but  professional  or  any  other  aid,  in 
consideration  of  having  a  part  of  the  subject  or  thing  in  con- 
troversy, is  sufficient.  (  Kick  opinion  of  Green,  J.,  Sackus  v. 
Byron,  Appendix  B.)  In  this  case,  Cooper  has  made  himself 
liable  for  all  the  costs,  and  assumed  all  the  expenses,  by  taking 
a  deed  of  the  property,  and  instituting  a  suit  in  his  own  name. 
Surely  the  court  will  not  hold  that  a  champertor  can  elude  the 
imputation  arising  in  the  case,  by  taking  a  conveyance  and 
making  himself  plaintiff  in  a  lawsuit  which  he  prosecutes  on 
shares.  Champerty  will  have  free  course  in  Michigan  if  that 
can  be  done.  The  pains  and  penalties  inflicted  by  the  laws  of 
that  State  on  champertv,  as  a  crime  at  the  common  law,  (rife 
opinion  of  Green,  J.,  J3acKus  r.  Byron,  Appendix  B,)  will  amount 
to  nothing. 

8.  The  principles  here  indicated  are  fully  sustained  bv  a  re- 
cent decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan,  (rwfe  Backus 
».  Byron,  Appendix  B.J  The  opinion  given  by  Judge  Green 
recognises  and  establisnes  the  following  propositions: 

1.  That  the  common  law  on  the  subject  of  champerty  is  in 
fall  force  in  Michigan,  and  makes  all  contracts  tainted  with  it 
void. 

2.  That  it  is  not  necessarv  to  constitute  the  offence,  that  the 
party  should  obligate  himself  to  pay  the  taxable  costs  of  a  suit, 
or  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  the  litigation  in  cash. 

8.  That  champerty  as  a  crime  at  the  common  law  is  to  be 
visited  with  pains  and  penalties  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  stat- 
ute of  that  State.     (Revision  1846,  tit.  xxx,  en.  161,  sec.  22.) 

The  learned  judge  was  the  reviser  of  the  statutes  of  1846, 
and  is  likely  to  know  whether  the  Legislature  intended  to  set 
aside  or  abrogate  the  law  of  champerty.  The  positions  assumed 
in  Backus  v.  Byron  are  so  ably  reasoned  and  so  thoroughly 
sustained  by  authority,  that  it  will  be  superfluous  to  add  an- 
other word  on  the  general  subject.  (For  many  authorities, 
both  English  and  American,  not  hereinbefore  quoted,  see  the 
opinion  of  Judge  Green.) 

9.  K  there  ever  was  a  case  calling  for  a  rigorous  application 
of  that  law,  it  is  this.  The  Minnesota  Mining  Company  weri 
m  possession  of  the  premises  in  ffood  faith,  relying  on  the  con< 
$truction  fi^ven  to  tne  act  of  1847  by  the  authorities  of  the 
tJnited  States,  without  the  slighest  suspicion  that  Michigan 
^uld^or  would   advance  pretensions  under  the  school-land 
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compact,  and  had  made  costly  improvements  on  the  same,  1 

when  such  premises  were  put  up  at  auction  at  Lansing,  behind  ^ 

tlieir  backs,  and  bid  in  for  a  nong.  Cooper  must  have  been 
cognizant  of  all  the  facts.  lie  knew  the  situation  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  that  the  claims  of  Bacon  would  meet  with  stern  re- 
sistance. With  his  eyes  open,  after  having  consulted  counsel, 
he  deliberately  entered  into  a  copartnership  of  champerty  with 
Bacon,  and  now  asks  the  interposition  of  this  court  to  enable 
him  and  his  associate  to  realize  the  object  and  end  of  the  cor- 
rupt arrangement.  What  is  particularly  aggravating  iu  the 
case  is,  the  certainty  that  Bacon  could  not  secure  his  unjust 
acquisition  by  a  suit  in  the  name  of  Williams.  His  recent 
deed  to  the  Minnesota  Mining  Company  evinces  pretty  clearly 
what  the  course  of  the  latter  would  have  been,  on  being  in- 
formed of  the  true  character  of  the  transaction.  He  would 
have  arro^ted  equitablepowers,  and  done  justice  to  the  parties. 
10.  If  the  deed  from  Williams  to  Cooper  was  void  for  cham- 
perty, then  we  have  a  perfect  title,  feven  though  we  are  over- 
ruled on  other  points,)  by  reason  or  the  deed  from  Williams 
and  wife  to  the  company,  of  June  26, 1856,  and  it  is  submitted 
that  the  testimony  ofiered  should  have  been  admitted,  and  the 
judgment  below  should  be  reversed  for  its  exclusion. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  avoided  a  reargument  of  the  I 

points  decided  in  18  Howard,  but  upon  the  new  matter  made 
the  following  points: 

Taking  these  facts  in  detail,  the  first  question  presented  is^ 
whether  the  deed  from  Williams  to  the  Minnesota  Mining 
Company  was  properly  rejected. 

This  deed  from  Williams  bears  date  since  his  deed  to  Cooper, 
and  since  the  decision  of  this  court  affirming  the  validity  of 
Cooper's  title.  The  record  also  shows  that  Williams  was  a 
naked  trustee  of  the  legal  title,  and  conveyed  to  Cooper,  at  the 
request  of  Bacon,  who  was  in  equity  the  owner  of  the  land. 

The  subsequent  conveyance,  therefore,  of  Williams,  without 
authority  from  Bacon,  to  the  Minnesota  Mining  Company, 
who  well  knew  the  fact  of  the  prior  conveyance  to  Cooper,  and 
the  relation  Williams  sustained  to  the  title,  was  in  law  a  fraud- 
nlent  act  of  both  cantor  and  grantee,  and  could  pass  no  title 
if  his  former  deed  was  valid,  and  had  conveyed  the  land  to 
Cooper.  (City  of  New  Orleans  r.  De  Armas,  9  Pet.,  286; 
United  States  v.  Arredondo,  6  Pet,  788.; 

A  fi^rant  is  an  extinguishment  of  the  right  of  the  grantor, 
and  therefore  he  and  all  claiming  under  him  are  always  estop- 
ped bv  the  grant.  (Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87;  Terretl 
9.  Tajlor,  9  Cranch,  48 ;  Pollard's  Lesaee  v.  Hogan,  8  Bow.v  212.) 
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2.  The  next  fact  ofiered  in  proof  in  connection  with  said 
deed  from  Williams  to  the  Minnesota  Mining  Company  was, 
that  said  company  when  Oooper  purchased  was  in  possession 
of  the  land,  claiming  title  to  it,  and  that  he  hefore  and  at  the 
time  of  the  purchase  knew  of  such  claim  and  occupancy. 

It  is  not  necessaiy  to  consider  whether  at  common  law  a 
deed  would  he  void  for  maintenance  which  conveyed  land  in 
the  adverse  possession  of  another,  since  the  statute  law  of  Mich- 
igan expressly  recognises  the  validity  of  such  conveyance. 

The  following  provisions  having  a  bearing  on  that  subject 
ivill  be  found  in  the  laws  of  Michigan : 

^'  Conveyances  of  land  or  any  estate  or  interest  therein  may 
oe  made  by  deed  signed  and  sealed  by  the  person  from  whom 
che  estate  or  interest  is  intended  to  pass,  being  of  lawful  age, 
or  by  his  lawful  agent  or  attorney,  and  acknowledged  or  proved, 
and  recorded,  as  directed  in  this  chapter,  without  any  other 
act  or  ceremony  whatever."    (Revised  Code  of  1846,  p.  262.) 

"No  grant  or  conveyance  of  lands  or  interest  therein  shall 
be  void,  for  the  reason  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  thereof 
such  lands  shall  be  in  the  actual  possession  of  another  claiming 
adversely."  (Page  268.)  And  at  page  490,  title  Ejectment,  is 
the  following  provision  : 

"It  shall  not  be  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  an  actual 
entry  under  title,  nor  actual  receipt  of  any  profits  of  the  prem« 
ises  demanded,  but  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  him  to  show  a  right 
to  the  possession  of  such  premises  at  the  time  of  the  commence* 
ment  of  the  suit,  as  heir,  devisee,  jmrchaser^  or  otherwise." 

From  these  enactments  it  is  plain  that  the  possession  of  the 
Minnesota  Mining  Company,  under  claim  of  title  and  Cooper's 
knowledge  of  it  when  he  purchased,  cannot  affect  the  validity 
ci  "Williams's  conveyance  to  him. 

A  short  time  prior  to  their  passage,  and  which  no  doubt  gave 
rise  to  them,  the  courts  of  Michigan  had  decided  that  a  con- 
veyance of  land  held  adversely  was  void.  (Buckner's  Lessee 
V.  Lawreoce,  1  Doug.  Mich.  Kep.,  88 ;  Godfrey  v.  Desbrow, 
Walk.  Mich.  Ch.  Itep.,  266;  Root  v.  Chapin,  same  vol.,  79; 
Hubbard  i;.  Smith,  2  Mich.  Rep.,  212.) 

8.  The  remaining  fact  offered  in  proof  in  this  connection 
was,  that  Bacon,  being  the  owner  in  equity  of  the  land,  sold  it 
to  Cooper  in  trust  for  the  National  Mining  Company,  and  that 
Williams,  his  trustee,  by  his  direction,  conveyed  it  to  Cooper 
in  trust  for  said  company ;  and  that  he.  Bacon,  was  also  the 
owc^r  of  the  whole  capital  stock  of  said  National  Mining  Com* 
pany,  six-tenths  of  which  he  sold  and  transferred  to  Cooper, 
retaining  the  other  four-tenths;  and  that  when  betook  the 
oonveyance  of  the  land,  he  intended  to  bring  suit  against  the 
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Minnesota  Mining  Company  for  the  benefit  of  the  K'ational 
Mining  Company ;  and  before  the  conveyance  was  delivered  to 
him  by  Williams,  he,  in  conjunction  with  Bacon,  applied  to 
^counsel  to  employ  such  counsel  in  such  suit. 

When  the  statute  allowed  a  purchaser  to  take  a  conveyance 
of  land  in  the  adverse  possession  of  another  claiming  title,  it, 
as  incident  thereto  and  by  necessary  intendment,  gave  to  the 
purchaser  a  right  to  use  all  lawful  means  to  obtain  possession. 
There  are  various  lawful  means  of  doing  this,  and  by  suit  is 
one  of  them,  which,  in  such  case,  is  by  far  the  most  common. 
It  would  be  going  a  great  lenffth  to  hold  that  he  must  not,  at 
the  time  he  makes  the  purchase,  intend  to  use  this  means; 
that  if  he  have  such  intention,  the  purchase  will  be  void;  that 
the  intention  to  sue  must  be  formed  at  some  time  subsequent 
to  the  conveyance.  It  is  deemed  a  suflBcient  reply  to  this  to 
say,  that  no  such  condition  is  found  in  the  law  which  allows 
the  conveyance  to  be  made.  Such  condition  would  have  ren- 
•dered  the  statute  almost  a  dead  letter,  and  given  rise  to  a  con- 
test about  the  intention  of  the  purchaser  in  almost  every  case. 

The  Legislature  must  have  well  known  that  in  most  cases 
where  land  was  in  the  possession  of  another  claiming  title,  the 
occupant  would  contest  his  riffht  by  law ;  and,  as  a  general 
thing,  that  the  purchaser  would  be  obliged  to  estabush  his 
claim  in  that  way.  It  is  therefore  reasonable  to  presume,  that 
if  the  Legislature  intended  to  impose  such  restriction  on  the 
conveyance,  it  would  have  been  expressed  in  plain  language. 

But  it  may  be  said,  in  reply,  that  it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  to  license  champerty. 

Champerty  is  a  species  of  maintenance ;  and  if  it  be  under- 
stood to  embrace  a  conveyance  of  laud  held  adversely  by  an- 
other claiming  title,  then  the  answer  is,  that  to  that  extent  it 
has  been  rendered  lawful  in  Michigan ;  but  if  it  be  understood 
in  its  original  and  primitive  sense,  as  being  "a  bargain  with  a 
plaintiff  or  defendant  to  divide  the  land  or  other  matter  sued 
for  between  them  if  they  prevail  at  law,  the  champertor  to 
carry  on  the  party's  suit  at  his  own  expense,"  it  will  be  ad- 
mitted that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to 
license  it. 

This  presents  the  question,  do  the  facts  which  the  plaintiff 
m  error  offered  to  prove,  amount  to  such  a  bargain? 

Was  it  agreed  that  Cooper  should  divide  the  land,  in  case 
the  suit  prevailed?  and  if  so,  with  whom?  This  is  the  first 
essential  ingredient  in  champerty. 

That  he  was  not  to  divide  it  with  Williams,  the  grantor,  is 
certain,  nor  with  Bacon,  who  was  the  equitable  owner  and  real 
vendor,  because  the  conveyance  transferred  the  whole  interest 
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iu  the  land,  both  legal  and  equitable,  to  Cooper,  in  trust  for 
the  corporation  called  the  National  Mining  Company.  There 
was  no*  agreement  or  promise  that,  in  case  the  suit  prevailed, 
or  in  any  other  event,  either  Cooper  or  the  corporation  should 
convey  or  give  back  to  Bacon  any  part  of  the  land. 

Suppose  Cooper,  by  direction  of  the  National  Mining  Com- 
pany, had,  instead  of  bringing  suit,  immediatelv  after  the  con- 
veyance to  him,  sold  and  transferred  the  land,  to  a  stranger, 
would  any  promise  to  or  agreement  with  Bacon  have  been 
violated?  and  if  so,  what  promise? 

Was  there  any  a^eement  that,  if  the  land  was  recovered, 
there  should  be  a  division  of  it  between  Cooper  and  the  cor- 
poration for  which  he  held  it  in  trust?  There  was  no  proof 
of  the  kind  oiFered.  He  held  the  naked  legal  title,  and  the 
corporation  held  the  whole  beneficiary  interest  in  the  land. 
In  case  of  recovery,  the  whole  beneficiary  interest  would  belong 
to  the  corporation,  and  it  could  at  any  time  compel  him  to 
convey  the  legal  title  to  the  company.  In  a  word,  he  sues 
just  as  every  other  trustee  sues,  for  the  sole  and  exclusive  ben- 
efit of  the  party  owning  the  equitable  estate. 

There  is  then,  in  the  proof  offered,  a  total  absence  of  a  bar- 
gain that  Cooper,  or  any  one  else,  should  divide  the  land  sued 
for,  or  receive  any  part  of  the  same  as  a  consideration  for  car- 
rying on  the  litigation,  and  .that  essential  ingredient  of  cham- 
perty is  therefore  wanting. 

Another  essential  ingredient  to  make  a  case  of  champerty 
is,  that  Cooper  should  have  agreed  to  bring  and  carry  on  the 
suit,  and  that,  too,  at  his  own  expense.  (4  Black.  Com.,  186.) 

He  did  not  agree  to  do  either  of  these  things.  The  proof 
offered  was,  that  he  purchased  the  land  in  trust  for  the  Na- 
tional Mining  Company,  and  took  the  conveyance  with  the 
intention  of  prosecuting  the  title  for  the  benefit  of  that  corpora- 
tion, and  not  for  his  own  benefit.  Was  that  intention  obliga- 
torv  upon  him?  Was  he  not  at  liberty  to  carry  it  out  or  not, 
at  nis  pleasure  ?  Did  the  proof  oftered  show  that  he  bargained 
to  prosecute  the  suit  at  his  own  expense?    Not  at  all. 

Every  trustee  has  a  right,  and  it  is  oftentimes  his  duty,  to 
sue  in  oehalf  of  his  beneficiary.  In  such  case,  unless  there  Ib 
proof  to  the  contrary,  the  presumption  is,  the  expense  is  borne 
by  the  beneficiary;  and  in  this  case  the  presumption  as  well 
as  the  fact  is,  that  the  expense  is  paid  by  the  corporation. 

Does  the  fact  that  Cooper  owned  a  part  of  the  stock  in  the 
corporation  make  the  case  on  that  account,  so  far  as  this  ques- 
tion is  concerned,  any  way  different  from  what  it  would  be  if 
he  held  the  title  in  trust  for  the  corporation,  and  owned  none 
of  its  stock? 
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The  individaal  members  or  stockholders  of  a  corporation 
are  entirely  distinct  from  the  artificial  body  endowed  with  cor- 
porate powers.  They  may  contract  with  each  other,  sue  or  be 
sued,  as  individuals ;  and  for  these  purposes  the  members  and 
the  corporation  are  regarded  by  law  as  strangers  to  each  other» 
In  a  word,  they  are  wholly  distinct  beings.  The  one  is  a 
natural  person,  the  other  an  artificial  invisible  being,  which 
(with  its  faculties  and  capacities)  is  created  by  law.  (Bodge 
V.  Woolsey,  18  How.,  344,  note;  Curran  v.  State  of  Arkansas, 
16  How.,  308;  Waring  v.  Catawba  Company,  2  Bay.,  109  •, 
Pierce  v.  Partridge,  8  Met.  Mass.,  144;  Hill  v.  Manchester 
Water  Works,  5  Adol.  and  Ell.,  866;  JDunstone  v.  Imperial 
Gas  Company,  3  Bac.  and  AdoL,  125;  Geer  r.  School  Dis- 
trict, 6  Vermont,  187,  18  Vermont,  406;  Marine  Bank  of  Bal- 
timore V,  Beays,  4  H.  and  Johns.,  388;  Angell  and  Ames  on 
Corp.,  sees.  193,  390;  6  Ohio,  205.) 

It  follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence  from  these  principles, 
that  the  fact  that  both  (Jooper  and  Bacon  held  stock  in  the 
National  Mining  Company,  for  whose  benefit  the  conveyance 
of  the  land  was  made  to  Cooper,  had  no  more  influence,  either 
in  law  or  equity,  upon  the  operation  and  legal  efiect  of  the 

Sant,  than  if  that  stock  had  been  held  by  a  total  stranger  to 
e  sale  of  the  land. 

If  a  party  who  carries  on  a  suit  has  any  interest,  le^l  or 
equitable,  or  possibility  of  interest  in  the  land  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  suit,  there  is  no  ground  for  the  charge  of  main- 
tenance. In  other  words,  where  there  is  a  privity  of  estate^ 
direct  or  indirect,  present  or  remote,  maintenance  isjustifiable. 
(Wickham  v,  Conklin,  8  John.,  227 ;  Wallis  t;.  Pactland,  8 
Ves.,  503;  2  R{^«  Abr.,  116;  Bacon's  Abr.,  title  Maintenance, 
letter  B.) 

it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  make  further  comment  on  the 
subject  of  champerty. 

Mr.  Justice  GREER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt. 

Cooper,  the  plaintift' below,  brought  this  action  of  ejectment 
to  recover  a  part  of  section  No.  16,  in  township  50  north,  range 
39  west,  lying  within  the  mineral  district  south  of  Lake  Supe- 
rior, in  the  State  of  Michigan.  He  claimed  under  the  State  of 
Michigan,  and  the  defendant  for  the  Minnesota  Mining  Com- 
pany, under  a  right  of  pre-emption  from  the  United  States. 
The  case  was  tried  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and  a  verdict  and 
judgment  rendered  for  the  defendants.  On  a  writ  of  error  to 
this  court,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was  reversed,  and 
the  record  remitted  for  further  proceedings,  in  pursuance  ot 
the  judgment  of  this  court.     The  report  of  the  case  in  18  How 
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mrdj  178,  exhibits  a  fall  statement  of  the  facte,  and  of  the  qnee- 
tions  of  law  arising  thereon,  as  decided  by  the  conrt,  which  it 
is  nnnecessaiy  to  recapitulate.  On  the  last  trial,  the  Circuit 
Court  was  requested  to  ffive  instructions  to  the  jury  contrary 
to  the  principles  established  by  this  court  on  the  Urst  trial,  and 
nearly  all  the  exceptions  now  urged  against  the  charge  are 
founded  on  such  refusal.  But  we  cannot  be  compelled  on  a 
second  writ  of  error  in  the  same  case  to  review  our  own  de- 
cision on  the  first.  It  has  been  settled  by  the  decisions  of  this 
court,  that  after  a  case  has  been  brought  here  and  decided,  and 
a  mandate  issued  to  the  court  below,  if  a  second  writ  of  error 
is  sued  out,  it  brings  up  for  revision  nothing  but  the  proceed- 
ings subsequent  to  the  mandate.  None  of  the  questions  which 
were  before  the  court  on  the  first  writ  of  error  can  be  reheard 
or  examined  upon  the  second.  To  allow  a  second  writ  of  error 
or  appeal  .to  a  court  of  last  resort  on  the  same  questions  which 
were  open  to  dispute  on  the  first,  would  lead  to  endless  litiga- 
tion. In  chancery,  a  bill  of  review  is  sometimes  allowed  on 
petition  to  the  court;  but  there  would  be  no  end  to  a  suit  if 
every  obstinate  liti^nt  could,  by  repeated  appeals,  compel  a 
court  to  listen  to  criticisms  on  their  opinions,  or  speculate  oi 
chances  from  changes  in  its  members.  (See  Sizer  v.  Many, 
16  How.,  178;  Corning  r.  Troy  Iron  Company,  16  How.,  46d: 
Himely  v.  Rose,  5  Cranch,  515;  Canter  v.  The  Ocean  Insa- 
ranee  Company,  1  Pet.,  511;  The  Santa  Maria,  10  Wheaton, 
481 ;  Martin  v.  Hunter,  1  Wheaton ;  and  Sibbald  et  al.  r.  Uni 
ted  States,  12  Pet,  488.) 

We  can  now  notice,  therefore,  onl^  such  errors  as  are  al- 
leged to  have  occurred  in  the  decisions  of  questions  which 
were  peculiar  to  the  second  trial. 

I.  The  first  of  these  is  an  exception  to  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  permit  the  deposition  of  John  Wilson  to  be  read  to 
the  jury.  This  exception,  though  not  waived,  has  not  been 
much  pressed,  and  cannot  be  supported.  The  deposition  re- 
fers to  no  &cts  relevant  to  the  issue.  It  tended  to  show  that 
some  of  the  ofiicers  of  the  land  office  and  the  Attorney  General 
bad  expressed  opinions  on  the  questions  of  law  arising  in  thia 
case,  different  from  those  expressed  in  the  opinion  of  this  court 
The  practice  of  the  land  office  and  the  opinions  of  the  Attor- 
ney General  may  form  very  persuasive  arguments  to  the  courti 
bat  cannot  be  read  as  evidence  to  the  jury  of  what  the  law  ia, 
or  ought  to  be.  It  is  the  province  of  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jiuy  fl(s  to  the  principles  of  law  affecting  the  case,  and  eoun- 
flol  cannot  appeal  to  a  jury  to  decide  legal  questions  1^  read- 
hur  cases  to  them,  or  giving  in  evidence  the  opioioM  or  pablic 
ameers. 
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n.  The  only  other  exception  to  be  noticed  is  founded  on  an 
offer  of  testimony  overruled  by  the  court,  and  an  instruction 
refused,  involving  the  same  question.  The  evidence  offered 
and  overruled  is  as  follows: 

'^The  defendant  then  produced,  and  offered  to  prove,  a  deed 
of  release  from  Alfred  Williams  and  wife  to  the  Minnesota 
Mining  Company,  dated  June  20th,  1856,  covering  the  lands 
in  controversy;  and  further  offered  to  prove,  in  connection 
therewith,  that  at  the  time  when  the  said  Cooper  obtained  the 
deed  of  the  premises  in  controversy  from  Alfred  Williams,  the 
Minnesota  Mining  Company  was  in  actual  and  open  possession 
of  the  same,  claiming  title  under  their  patent  from  the  United 
States,  and  that  the  said  Cooper  knew  of  such  claim  and  oc. 
cupancy  before  and  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  and  of  said 
conversance;  that  he  obtained  said  title  from  Alfred  Williams, 
he  bem^  the  naked  trustee  of  John  Bacon,  and  that  all  the 
negotiations  for  the  said  purchase,  and  the  purchase  itself, 
were  had  between  said  Cooper  and  Bacon,  the  said  Williams 
acting  under  the  directions  and  for  the  benefit  of  said  Bacon, 
and  having  or  claiming  no  personal  interest  in  said  lands;  that 
said  purchase  and  conveyance  were  made  for  the  following 
purpose,  namely :  that  said  Cooper  should  hold  the  same  in  trust 
for  a  corporation  known  as  the  National  Mining  Company,  all  of 
whose  stock  was  held  by  said  John  Bacon;  and  by  the  condi- 
tions of  said  sale,  the  said  Cooper  was  to  receive,  and  did  receive, 
with  said  conveyance,  six-tenths  of  the  stock  aforesaid,  and  the 
said  Bacon  was  to  retain,  and  did  retain,  four-tenths  of  said  stock. 
That  the  said  Cooper  purchased  said  stock  and  took  said  con- 
7eyance  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  claims  and  occupancy  of 
the  Minnesota  Mining  Compauv,  and  with  the  intention  of 
prosecuting  the  title  purchased  by  him,  by  legal  proceedings 
m  this  court  against  the  Minnesota  Mining  Company,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  National  Mining  Company;  and  that  before  said 
conveyance  was  delivered  to  him  by  said  Williams,  the  said 
Cooper,  in  conjunction  with  the  said  "oacon,  applied  to  counsel 
in  the  city  of  Detroit  to  employ  such  counsel  m  the  litigation 
aforesaid,  which  was  to  be  had  with  the  Minnesota  Mining 
Company." 

The  deed  to  the  Minnesota  Mining  Companv  was  for  por- 
tions of  the  land  not  demanded  in  this  suit,  and  by  itself  wa« 
not  relevant.  The  purpose  and  object  for  which  this  testimony 
was  offered  is  not  stated;  but  it  could  have  no  relevancy,  un«i 
less  to  show  the  title  to  the  plaintiff  below  to  be  void,  hOcause. 
purchaaed  and  obtained  with  full  knowledge  of  an  ad\  erse  {km  . 
session,  and  support  the  following  instruction,  which  was  re 
fused  by  the  court:  > 
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"The  defendant  further  requested  the  court  to  charge  the 
jury,  that  if,  when  said  Williams  conveyed  to  said  Cooper  th^ 
premises  in  question,  the  said  Minnesota  Mining  Company  was 
in  actual  and  open  possession  of  said  lands,  claimmg  title  thereto 
under  their  patent,  the  said  conveyance  was  void  in  law  against 
the  said  company  and  all  claiming  under  them;  which  instruct 
tions  the  court  refused  to  give,  and  to  this  ruling  the  defend- 
ant excepted." 

As  the  court  had  excluded  the  testimony  offered  to  support 
this  point  of  defence,  the  defendant  could  not  expect  that  it 
would  be  submitted  to  the  jurv  without  evidence.  We  have 
therefore  to  inquire  whether  the  testimony  offered  and  over- 
ruled by  the  court  ought  to  have  been  received  to  establish  the 
defence  of  maintenance  or  champerty. 

In  this  country,  where  lands  are  an  article  of  commerce^ 

Sassing  from  one  to  another  with  such  rapidity,  the  ancient 
octrine  of  maintenance,  which  makes  voia  a  conveyance  for 
lands  held  adversely,  is  in  many  States  entirely  rejected.  In 
some  it  has  been  treated  as  obsolete  by  the  courts;  in  others 
it  has  been  abolished  by  statute ;  while  with  some  it  appears 
to  have  f  jund  more  favor. 

The  ancient  policy,  which  prohibited  the  sale  of  pretended 
titles,  and  held  the  conveyance  to  a  third  person  of  lands  held 
adversely  at  the  time  to  be  an  act  of  maintenance,  was  founded 
UDon  a  state  of  society  which  does  not  exist  in  this  country. 
Tne  repeated  statutes  which  were  passed  in  the  reigcs  of  Edw. 
I  and  Edw.  lU  against  champerty  and  maintenance,  arose  from 
the  embarrassments  which  attended  the  administration  of  jus* 
tice  in  those  turbulent  times,  from  the  dangerous  influence  and 
oppression  of  men  in  power.     (See  4  Kent  Com..  477.) 

The  earlier  decisions  of  the  courts  of  Michigan  seem  to  have 
adopted  this  antiquated  doctrine  as  a  part  of  the  common  law 
in  that  State.  But  so  far  as  concerns  its  application  to  sales 
by  one  out  of  possession,  the  Legislature  have  annulled  it*  The 
Revised  Code  of  1846  (page  262)  e  lacts  that  "  no  grant  or  con* 
veyance  of  lands,  or  interest  ther  in,  shall  be  voi(f  for  the  rea- 
son that  at  the  time  of  the  execu  ion  thereof  such  lands  shal. 
be  in  the  actual  possession  of  another  claiming  adversely.*' 

From  this  enactment  it  is  plain  that  the  possession  of  the 
Minnesota  Mining  Company,  under  claim  of  title,  and  Cooper's 
knowledge  of  it  when  he  purchased,  cannot  affect  the  validity 
of  the  deed  of  Williams  to  him.  Although  the  testimony^ 
which  is  the  subject  of  this  exception,  was  evidently  oitere4 
with  a  view  only  to  raise  the  question  as  above  stated,  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  have  endeavored  to  maintaia 
\n  this  court  that  the  court  below  e*  i^d  in  r^ectipig  it|  becaijfif 
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If  received  it  woald  have  shown  the  contract  between  Cooper 
and  Bacon,  and  the  deed  from  Wilson,  to  be  void  for  champerty • 
This  offence  seems  to  have  been  originated  bv  the  statnteft 
passed  in  the  time  of  Edw.  I  and  Edw.  DI.  (See  16  Viner'g 
Abr.,  149,  tit.  Maintenance.)  It  is  defined  (Hawkins's  PI.,  84) 
as  the  ^^  unlawful  maintenance  of  a  suit,  in  consideration  of  an 
agreement  to  have  a  part  of  the  thing  in  dispute,  or  some  profit 
out  of  it;"  and  by  Chitty  as  "a  bargain  to  divide  the  land  (cam- 

npartire)  or  thing  in  dispute,  on  condition  of  his  carrying 
i  at  his  own  expense."  In  some  States  these  statutes  are 
held  to  be  obsolete.  But  it  seems  that  the  case  of  Backus  v* 
Byron  (4  Mich.  Rep.,  585)  has  declared  that  they  still  retain 
their  force  in  Michigan.  That  was  an  action  by  an  attorney 
against  his  client  on  a  contract,  by  which  the  attorney  agreed 
to  carry  on  a  suit  for  a  share  of  the  land  in  case  of  success,  and 
in  case  of  failure  to  have  nothing. 

But  in  this  case  there  was  no  offer  to  prove  that  Cooper  had 
aereed  to  carry  on  the  suit  in  consideration  of  receiving  a  share 
of  the  land  in  case  of  success;  on  the  contrary,  the  offer  was 
to  show  that  he  '^purchased  stock"  in  a  mining  corporation; 
that  the  legal  title  to  the  land  was  conveyed  to  him  in  trust  for 
himself  and  the  other  stockholders ;  and  as  a  consequence  of 
the  legal  title  being  vested  in  him,  the  suit  was  necessarilv 
brought  in  his  name.  It  needs  no  argument  to  show  that  such 
a  transaction  has  none  of  the  characteristics  of  champerty,  and 
that  the  court  below  was  right  in  rejecting  testimony  which 
would  not,  if  admitted,  tend  to  show  a  valia  defence,  and  waa 
therefore  wholly  irrelevant 

The  judgment  oF  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore  affirmed^ 
with  costs. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL: 

Whilst  I  concur  entirely  in  the  conclusion  just  declared  by 
the  court|  that  the  case  now  decided  is  in  its  features  essentially 
the  same  with  that  of  Coi  ^er  v.  Roberts,  formerly  before  us, 
and  reported  in  the  18th  of  Soward,  p.  178, 1  am  unwilling  to 
place  my  own  opinion  upon  the  fact  of  the  identity  of  the  two 
cases,  irrespective  of  the  reasons  or  principles  on  which  the 
former  of  those  cases  was  determined.  That  case  was  elabo- 
rately discussed  by  counsel;  was,  as  the  opinion  of  the  court 
evinces,  deliberately  considered;  the  theory  and  objects  of  the 
•ystem  adopted  bv  the  Government  for  the  distribution  of 
public  lanos  caremlly  examined,  correctly  expounded,  and 
properiv  sustidned  by  the  decision.  In  the  reasoning  of  the 
court,  the  cherished  objects  aimed  to  be  secured  by  that  theory, 
vk:  the  adTanoement  of  ^^ religion,  morality,  and  knowledge/ 
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as  indispeDBable  for  the  exifltence  of  good  ^oyernment,  i^nd  for 
the  happiness  of  mankind;  the  obligation  for  the  maintenance 
of  schools  and  the  means  of  education  as  necessary  for  the  ends 
proposed,  as  declared  in  the  third  article  of  the  ordinance  of 
1787^  are  prominently  and  correctly  set  forth  as  guides  in  the 
interpretation  and  application  of  the  policy  and  system  of  the 
Government  in  disposing  of  the  public  domain.  It  seems 
scarcely  to  admit  of  rational  doubt,  that  it  was  in  pursuance 
of  this  policy,  and  as  deemed  best  calculated  for  its  successful 
accomplishment,  that  in  the  surveys  made  or  to  be  made  of 
the  public  lands,  the  sixteenth  section  of  every  township,  be- 
ing central,  (and  therefore  more  than  any  other  section  could 
be,)  connected  with  the  several  interests  of  the  township,  was 
appropriated  for  the  use  of  schools.  Admitting  these  to  be 
the  policy  and  theory  of  the  Government,  designed  as  it  has 
been  declared  to  lay  tne  foundation  of  social  and  political  good, 
it  would  seem  to  follow  that  nothing  short  of  the  highest  and 
most  overpowering  public  considerations,  or  an  absolute  ina- 
bility or  want  of  power,  should  be  permitted  to  defeat  or  in  any 
degree  to  control  them.  Surely  speculations  for  private  emol- 
ument, and  still  less  such  as  mignt  be  attemptea  through  the 
•exercise  of  irregular  or  doubtful  authority,  should  not  be  per- 
mitted to  affect  ti^em. 

The  power  vested  in  the  President  to  reserve  from  sale  such 
portions  of  land  as  he  should  deem  necessary  for  public  uses^ 
may  bo  classed  as  one  of  those  paramount  considerations,  con* 
Btitnting  a  public  or  national  necessity,  reaching  even  to  the 
•defence  of  the  country  by  fortLGlcations  or  arsenals.  In  the  same 
•category  may  be  placed  the  sanctimony  of  the  rights  of  prop- 
erty and  possession  existing  and  vested  in  territories  anterior 
to  their  acquisition  by  the  United  States;  rights  guarantied  by 
treatpr  stipulations.  In  the  same  light  may  be  viewed  the  wi^L- 
holdm/r  tdia\K)rarily  from  sale  lands  in  which  were  minerals 
^md  salt  springs.  All  these  restrictions  or  reservations  are  ez- 
<;eptions  merely,  and  should  be  carried  no  fitrther  than  their 
terms  expressly  or  necessarily  require.  They  can  with  no  pro- 
priety be  regarded  as  forming  in  themselves  a  system;  much 
less  as  overturning  a  system  designed  to  be  as  far  as  practi- 
cable generiJ  and  uni^rm,  and  proclaimed  from  its  origin  to 
be  founded  in  wisdom  and  in  a  solemn  sense  of  public  fiXK-d, 
and  as  such  to  be  fostered* and  sustained.  Every  new  State 
has  come  and  will  come  into  the  Union  relying  on  the  faitti  of 
this  pledge;  and  even  upon  the  concession  of  a  ^wer  in  tiie 
Government  to  violate  that  pledge,  such  a  violation  could  be 
nferred  to  no  principle  of  justice,  and  should  therefo*  e  neveif 
ixe  imi/uted  bat  upon  proofs  the  most  positive  and  unequiroeiiL 
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"The  sixteenth  section  of  each  township  could  not,  it  is  true,  be 
specifically  designated  and  possessed  anterior  to  a  survey  of 
the  public  lands;  but  the  right  to  that  section  and  its  appro- 
priation existed  in  contract  or  pledge  by  virtue  of  the  ordinance 
and  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  right  of  possession 
and  enjoyment  was  matured  by  the  execution  of  the  surveys. 
It  cannot  be  supposed  that  this  right,  so  important,  was  de- 
stroyed or  impaired  by  an  agreement  for  temporary  occupancy, 
made  without  reference  to  any  survey  or  division  of  the  landB, 
made,  too,  without  legitimate  authority;  nor  can  such  right  be 
affected  by  any  ordinary  allowance  of  pre-emption,  because  the 
pledge  of  the  Government  is  pre-existing,  is  express,  and  there- 
fore  paramount. 

The  State  of  Michigan  was  admitted  into  the  Union  under 
the  pledge  given  her  by  the  general  land  system  of  the  United 
States ;  her  right  to  the  sixteenth  section  of  each  township  wad 
under  that  pledge  fully  recoenised.  It  could  not  therefore, 
consistently  with  ^ood  faith,  be  displaced  by  an  arrangement 
irreffular  in  its  origin,  and  temporary  in  its  character,  in  its 
tendencies  and  operation  conflicting  with  a  preceding,  general, 
and  beneficial  system  of  policy.  !No  effectual  adversary  rights 
could  grow  out  of  such  an  arrangement.  Upon  the  views 
herein  expressed,  I  am  in  favor  of  an  affirmance  of  the  judg- 
ment in  this  cause,  not  merely  on  the  ground  that  this  cause 
is  essentially  the  same  with  that  already  decided  between  these 
parties,  as  reported  in  the  18th  of  Howard,  p.  178,  but  also  be- 
cause the  opinion  of  this  court  upon  the  law  and  the  facts  of 
the  last-mentioned  cause  commands  my  entire  approbation. 


Alfrbd  Ingraham  and  Gbobob  Rbad,  Assignbbs  in  trust  or 
THB  Grand  Gulf  Railroad  and  Bankino  Compant,  AppbIi- 
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Grovbs,  dbobasbd,  Josiah  Stansbrouqh,  AND  John  B.  Mar- 

SHALL. 

Where  there  were  proceedings  in  a  State  eonrt  between  a  bank,  one  of  its  crediton^ 
and  one  of  its  debtors,  and  the  banJL  haying  failed,  assigned  its  assets  to  tmt- 
toes,  who  intervened  in  the  dispute  between  the  other  two  parties,  the  judgment 
of  the  State  court  against  the  interrenors  must  be  considered  final,  and  a  bin 
fi  ed  by  tLcm  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  must  be  dismissed. 

If  tb^re  were  irregularities  in  the  proceedings  of  the  Stote  court,  it  was  for  thai 
eoori  to  correct  them,  had  complaint  been  made  at  the  proper  time. 

Thu  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Oonrt  of  the  dnited 
States  for  the  eastem  district  of  Louisiana. 
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'  The  facts  in  the  case  are  fally  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Circuit  Court,  which  the  reader  will  find  referred  to  in  the 
o]  anion  of  this  court,  as  constituting^  a  part  of  the  statement 
of  this  report.  It  is  therefore  transcribed  from  the  record,  and 
was  as  follows : 

Optoma  of  the  Circuit  Court 

The  fects  of  this  case  are,  that  in  May,  1841,  the  Grand  Gulf 
Raihroad  and  Banking  Company,  of  Grand  Gulf,  Mississippi, 
recovered  two  judgments  against  Moses  H.  Groves,  for  the 
a^ffregate  sum  of  twenty-two  thousand  six  hundred  and  thirty- 
eight  and  forty-three  hundredths  dollars,  with  arrears  of  in* 
terest  and  costs. 

Prior  to  this  event,  the  bank  had  suspended  specie  payments, 
and  in  February,  1842,  made  a  general  assignment  of  its  ef- 
fects to  the  plaintiff,  Ingraham,  and  one  Lindsay,  (of  whom 
the  plaintiff^  Kead,  is  the  assignee  or  successor,)  to  be  collected 
and  appropriated — ^Ist,  to  the  expenses  of  the  trust;  2d,  to  pay 
off  judgment  creditors;  8d,  to  indemnify  and  save  harmless 
the  sureties  or  guaranties  of  any  en^gement  for  the  bank; 
and  4thly,  to  miSce  an  equal  distribution  among  the  remaining 
creditors. 

The  trustees  accepted. their  appointment,  and  in  1842  notified 
the  curator  of  the  debtor,  Groves,  (H.  H.  Groves,)  that  these 
judgments  had  been  assigned  to  them. 

In  the  month  of  June,  1843,  the  defendant,  John  R.  Mar- 
shall, a  bill  holder  of  the  bills  of  the  Grand  Gulf  Banking 
Company,  commenced  two  suits  by  attachment  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  parish  of  Madison,  against  that  corporation,  upon 
the  bills  of  the  bank,  and  recovered  a  judgment  upon  the  two 
suits,  (which,  during  their  progress,  had  been  consolidated,)  for 
the  sum  of  four  thousand  three  hundred  and  ninety-five  dol- 
lars, with  arrearages  of  interest  and  costs. 

The  sheriff  (among  other  property)  attached  the  two  judg- 
ments against  Groves  byan  entry  of  the  fact  upon  the  attach- 
ment, and  by  notice  to  H.  H.  Groves,  administrator. 

The  Grand  Gulf  Banking  Company  appeared  to  the  said  suit, 
and  defended  it,  and  Ingraham  and  Itead  intervened,  claiming 
through  their  assignment  the  property  attached,  and  '^oppo- 
mng  the  plaintiff's  demand  to  claim  the  property  attached. 

To  the  intervention  Marshall  answered,  denying  the  author- 
ity of  the  bank  to  make  an  assignment,  and  averring  that  the 
anei^nments  were  fraudulent  and  void,  designed  to  favor  a 
portion  of  the  creditors,  and  insisted  upon  the  right  of  the  at- 
taching creditor  to  dispose  of  the  effects  seized,  notwithstanding 
jOie  aB0ignment 


488  SUPREME  OOITBT. 

Inffrakam  $t  al,  t.  Dawmm  ti  «i» 


A  suBpensive  appeal  was  taken,  immediately  after  the  sigiuir 
tore  of  the  judgment,  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  bj 
the  bank  and  the  assignees,  (intervenors,)  and  a  judgment  of 
aiiirma.nce  was  rendered  in  that  court.  This  was  entered  upon 
the  minutes  of  the  District  Court  for  Madison,  in  November, 
1845.  In  December  thereafter,  an  execution  issued  to  the 
sherift',  and,  in  due  course  of  law,  these  judgments  were  sold, 
in  April,  1846,  at  public  sale,  when  Marshall,  the  plaintifl^  be- 
came the  purchaser.  He  transferred  his  title  to  his  codefendanti 
by  a  public  act,  in  February,  1847. 

To  a  full  understanding  of  the  facts  and  arguments,  it  is 
proper  to  set  forth  the  proceedings  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Claiborne  county,  Mississippi,  to  enforce  a  forfeiture  of  the 
charter  of  tiie  bank.  In  September,  1845,  a  judgment  of  par- 
tial forfeiture  was  entered,  reserving  the  right  to  sue,  and  col- 
lect debts,  with  a  view  to  the  settlement  of  the  afiiairs  of  the 
bank;  and  on  the  17th  April,  1846,  a  final  judgment  in  that 
court,  forfeiting  the  whole  charter,  was  entered. 

This  was  suspended  by  appeal,  and  affirmed  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  1848,  shortly  before  this  suit  was  commenced. 

This  suit  was  commenced  to  enforce  the  rights  of  the  assignees, 
under  their  assignment,  to  the  judgments  rendered  against 
Groves  in  1841.  The  jurisdiction  ot  chancery  is  asserted  as  a 
consequence  of  the  destruction  of  the  legal  character  of  the 
corporation,  and  upon  the  allegations,  that  the  judgment  of 
Marshall  was  obtained  with  a  full  notice  of  the  title  of  the  as- 
signees, and  that  the  parties  who  claim  those  judgments  have 
acted  fraudulently  and  coUusively  in  obtaining  a  title  to  them 
through  the  action  of  the  courts  of  Louisiana. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  was  supported  by  my  prede* 
cessor  in  this  court  in  1850,  in  determining  the  demurrer  to 
the  bill. 

The  case  then  rests  upon  the  respective  titles  exhibited  in 
the  bill  and  answers.  There  is  no  support  for  the  alle^tions 
of  fraud  or  collusion  in  the  evidence.  The  only  questions  to 
be  considered  are,  whether  the  proceedings  upon  the  attach* 
ment  of  Marshall  divest  the  title  of  the  bank  to  the  judgments 
in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and  whether  the  plaintifis  have  oon* 
firmed  that  title  by  their  conduct  at  the  sale. 

The  bank  and  the  intervenors  were  parties  to  the  proceed* 
uigs  and  judgment  of  the  attaching  creditor.  They  appeared 
for  their  respective  interests  in  the  subject  of  the  suit,  and 
contested  the  validity  of  the  creditor's  claim  to  his  debt  and 
satisfitction  from  the  property.  Whatever  judgment  was  ren- 
du^ in  that  suit  is  conclusive  upon  them. 

The  judgment  entry  recites  tnat  a  jury  was  empaneiled. 
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the  evidence  closed,  the  case  argued,  the  jary  retired  to  delib- 
erate upon  their  verdict,  returned  into  court  with  their  verdict, 
which  was  read,  agreed  to,  and  ordered  to  be  recorded. 

The  verdict  is  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  for  his 
debt  and  interest.  It  proceeds  to  declare  that  the  intervenora 
have  established  no  evidence  of  their  claim  to  the  property  as 
set  forth  in  their  petition.  Thereupon  the  court  ^ves  judg* 
ment,  that  the  plaintifi*  recover  of  tne  defendant  his  debt  and 
interest,  sp^iciallj  setting  out  the  items  composing  both. 

^'It  is  further  ordered,  that  the  property,  rights,  and  credits 
attached  bo  sold,  according  to  law,  to  satisfy  the  judgment  and 
cost  of  suit;  and  that  the  plaintiff  have  a  preference  and  priv- 
ilege thereon ;  and  that  the  demand  of  the  interveners  be  re- 
jected, with  cost  of  suit." 

This,  it  was  said,  was  ^^  done  and  signed  in  open  court,  this 
dth  May,  1844,  after  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

E.  R.  MiLLSON,  Judge.** 

£t  will  hardly  be  contended  that  this  is  not  a  final  judgment 
on  the  merits,  conclusive  between  the  parties.  (Keene  v.  Mo- 
Donough,  8  La.,  187.)  The  parties  who  are  now  before  this 
court,  were  parties  to  the  record  in  that  suit.  The  piaintiffi 
here,  were  there,  claiming  to  have  a  better  title  to  Hie  money, 
due  upon  the  judgments  of  Groves^  than  Marshall,  the  attach- 
ing creditor,  by  virtue  of  their  deed  of  assignment  from  the 
bank.  The  bank  was  before  the  court,  affirming  the  title  of 
their  assignees;  Groves  was  before  the  court  as  a  stockholder; 
Marshall  was  before  the  court,  claiming  his  preference.  This 
preference  is  declared,  the  judgments  are  ordered  to  be  sold, 
4ind  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  is  dismissed.  It  is  the  title  of 
Marshall  and  his  assigns,  under  this  judgment,  that  is  now  im- 
peached, and  impeached  as  inferior  to  the  claim  then  rejected. 
All  the  conditions  required  by  the  code  to  give  force  to  this 
judgment,  as  a  re^  jvdkaUi^  appear  here,  (C.  C,  22,  65.)  Bat 
the  plaintiff  insists  that  this  is  not  the  iudgment  rendered  in 
the  cause.  He  produces  evidence  to  show  that  the  entry  on 
the  minutes  contains  the  words  "as  in  case  of  nonsuit,"  after 
the  words  of  rejection  of  tbe  intervenors'  claim,  and  with  tii« 
addition  of  those  words,  there  is  no  res  judicata. 

The  authorities  of  the  Code  of  Practice  of  the  decisions  of 
the  Supreme  Court  are  clear,  that  the  minute  entry  is  not  a 
judgment  The  Supreme  Court  will  not  entertain  an  appeal 
from  a  judgment  which  has  not  been  transferred  to  the  nook 
of  judgmente,  and  signed  by  the  judge ;  and  the  courts  of  ori^ 
inal  jurisdiction  are  not  autnorized  to  issue  an  execution  ap<m 
•o^  an  one 
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The  judgment  entries  on  the  minutes  do  not  form  res  judi* 
eaia.  They  cannot  be  looked  to  to  impeach,  vary,  or  in  any* 
wise  to  affect  the  judgment,  signed  by  the  judge,  in  any  col- 
lateral proceedings.  (The  State  v.  McDonald,  17  La.  R.,  485; 
ExparU  Nichall,  4  Ban.,  52;  1  Am.,  206;  8  Am.,  62.)  Con- 
siderin^  the  records  of  the  District  Court  of  Madison  only, 
there  cun  be  no  question  that  the  only  operative  judgment  is 
that  I  have  first  described. 

The  question  which  arises  upon  the  record  of  the  Supreme 
Court  is  one  of  more  difficulty.  In  the  transcript  placed  before 
that  court,  upon  the  appeal  of  the  intervenors  and  the  bank, 
the  judgments  were  copied  from  the  minute  entry,  and  the  sig- 
nature of  the  j  udge  superadded.  It  appears  there,  that  the  claim ' 
of  the  plaintiff  (intervenors)  was  rejected  with  costs,  "as  iu  case 
of  nonsuit,"  and  no  mention  is  made  of  the  refusal  of  a  new  trial. 

In  the  Supreme  Courts  the  case  was  dispose'd  of  upon  its 
merits.  The  court  does  not  notice  the  objections  to  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  evidence  of  the  intervenors,  (the  deed  of  assign- 
ment,) upon  which  their  title  depended,  and  without  which  the 
title  of  the  assignees  must  necessarily  fail,  on  their  intervention, 
in  the  District  Court.  The  Supreme  Court  takes  no  notice  of 
the  fsjct  that  the  assignment  was  not  admitted  as  evidence  upon 
the  trial  in  the  Distnct  Court.  It  treats  the  assignment  as  a 
part  of  the  evidence,  and  allowed  the  plea  of  prescription  a^inst 
the  claim  of  the  attaching  creditor  to  impeach  it,  to  be  filed  in 
that  court.  It  is  difficult  to  refer  the  opinion  to  the  case  made 
on  the  record. 

It  may  be,  as  is  suggested  at  the  bar,  that  the  case  was  sub- 
mitted with  a  knowledge  of  the  condition  of  the  judgment  in 
the  District  Court,  and  with  a  view  to  a  decision  on  the  merits; 
or  that  the  Supreme  Court  regarded  the  words  "as  in  case  of 
nonsuit,"  added  to  a  judgment,  when  there  had  been  a  trial 
and  verdict,  without  signiScance ;  or  that  the  court,  finding  there 
had  been  a  trial,  a  condemnation  of  the  property  attached  to 
be  sold,  and  the  preference  and  privilege  of  the  creditors  de- 
clared, supposed  tiiem  sufficient  to  modify  the  import  of  those 
words,  and  that  it  understood  the  judgment  to  conclude  the 
parties,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  this  debt,  leaving  the  rights 
unimpaired  as  to  other  parties.  I  should  have  great  difficulty 
with  the  case,  were  there  no  other  circumstances  to  affect  it 

The  general  rule  in  Louisiana  is,  no  matter  what  form  of 
action  or  proceeding,  whether  by  petition,  or  exception,  or  in- 
tervention, the  question  may  have  been  presented,  if  the  same 
question  once  judicially  decided  between  the  same  parties  be 
again  agitated,  it  is  sufficient  to  create  the  presumption  ret alt« 
*iig  from^e  thing  adjudged,  and  forms  a  complete  bar.       ^^^ 
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Plecque  v.  Perrett,  19  Loa.,  828.  I  agree  that  ^<the  reasonf 
for  the  judgment"  given  by  the  Supreme  Court,  and  spread 
upon  the  record,  in  accordance  with  the  Code  of  Practice,  (art, 
909,)  are  not  to  be  taken  as  the  judgment.  But  when  the  im 
port  of  the  judgment  is  equivocal  or  ambiguous,  the  opinion 
IS  important  in  determining  the  limits  of  the  res  jiuUcaia. 
(PlecQue  V.  Perrett,  19  Lou.,  828;  6  Am.,  200;  8  Am.,  202;  6 
Ala.  K.,  141.)  But,  to  determine  the  value  of  the  title  of  the 
respondents,  we  must  not  confine  our  observation  to  the  record 
of  the  Supreme  Court 

The  Code  of  Practice  prohibits  the  issuing  of  an  execution 
upon  judgments  from  that  court;  whether  the  judgments  there 
be  of  afiirmance  or  reversal,  the  execution  is  devolved  upon  the 
court  of  original  jurisdiction.  It  directs  that  the  judgments 
shall  be  recorded  in  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction  before 
they  are  executed,  and  the  order  to  record  the  judgment  must 
be  moved  for  in  open  court,  by  the  party  desirous  of  execution, 
and  after  that  an  order  for  execution  may  be  obtained  from  that 
court.     (Cod.  Pr.,  615,  617,  618,  619,  628.) 

These  acts  were  performed  in  this  case.  The  record  from 
the  Supreme  Court  consisted  of  the  opinion,  such  as  I  have 
described  it,  where  the  merits  of  the  title  through  the  assign* 
ment  are  carefully  examined,  and  pronounced  insufficient  to 
defeat  the  attachment,  and  concluding  with  the  announcement 
that  ^^the  judraient  of  the  District  Uourt  is  therefore  affirmed 
with  cost,''  and  thereupon  an  order  for  execution  was  made  by 
the  District  Court. 

What  was  tiien  the  condition  of  the  record  of  the  District 
Court?  The  original  judgment  for  the  attaching  creditor 
against  the  bank  and  interveners,  finding  a  debt,  condemning 
the  property  attached  to  be  sold,  declaring  a  preference  ana 
privilege  in  f&vor  of  the  creditor,  and  rejecting  the  claim  of  ti^e 
assignees,  bearing  the  signature  of  the  judge,  was  there,  and 
from  that  an  appeal  had  been  allowed. 

Then,  there  was  an  opinion  vindicating  that  judgment,  by  a 
direful  examination  of  the  assignment  of  the  oank,  and  pro* 
Bouncing  its  invalidity  aa  against  the  attaching  creditor.  Tnen 
came  the  confirmatory  order,  which  the  District  Court  could 
refer  to  nothing  but  the  judgment  above  described,  and  finally 
the  order  of  execution. 

There  was  nothing  to  indicate  a  variance  between  the  tran- 
script in  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  le^al  entry  of  judgment 
in  tlie  District  Court.  No  inquirer  could  apply  the  confiima* 
tory  order  to  other  than  this  judgment. 
.  upon  this  condition  of  the  record,  the  execution  under  which 
the  sale  was  made  was  levied,  the  property  appraised  and  soldL 
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The  seizure  notice  to  the  defendant's  attorney  and  the  ap- 
praisement were  within  the  legal  delays,  and  the  sale,  after  the 
return  day  of  the  execution,  was  permissible.  (Dorsey  r*  Carw 
rolton  Bank,  5  Am.,  237 ;  Rowley  v.  Kemp,  2  Am.,  861.^  The 
inquiry  remains,  what  title  did  the  purchaser  take  by  tne  sale 
and  conveyance  of  the  sheriff?  The  purchaser  is  not  bound 
to  look  beyond  the  decree,  when  executed  by  a  conveyance,  if 
the  fiaicts  necessary  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  proceeding,  nor  to  look  further  baick  than  the  order 
of  the  court.  If  the  jurisdiction  was  improvidently  exercised, 
or  in  a  manner  not  warranted  by  the  evidence  before  it,  it  is 
not  to  be  corrected  at  the  expense  of  the  purchaser,  who  had  a 
right  to  rely  upon  the  order  of  the  court  as  an  authority  ema- 
nating from  a  competent  jurisdiction.  (10  Pet.  S.  C.  K.,  450, 
478.)  The  defendant,  Marshall,  was  a  creditor,  pursuing  what 
he  considered  to  be  his  legal  right,  what  the  courts  hi^  pro- 
nonnced  to  be  a  legal  right,  to  satis&ction  for  his  debt  from 
judgments  standing  in  the  name  of  his  debtor  upon  the  records 
of  the  court  where  Ms  suit  was  commenced.  By  his  purchase, 
he  cancelled  his  debt  against  the  defendant,  and  assumed  the 
burden  of  paying  the  costs  of  the  suit.  T  have  no  evidence  of 
fraud  or  collusion  in  the  sale,  or  of  any  inadequacy  of  price. 
But  there  is  evidence  that  the  sale  was  open  and  public,  and 
fairly  conducted.  Ifearly  a  year  after,  he  conveyed  to  other 
purchasers.  They  were  required  to  see  the  judgment  on  the 
records  of  the  District  Court,  and  there  was  nothing  there,  ex* 
cept  what  inspired  confidence  in  the  title  they  undertook  to 
purchase.  They  saw  an  absolute  and  unqualified  judgment, 
rejecting  the  claim  of  the  assimees  of  the  bank,  and  condemn- 
ing the  effects  attached  to  sale.  They  saw  no  entry  to  annul 
or  modify  that  judgment,  but,  on  the  contrary,  one  affirming 
it  in  all  its  parts,  with  reasons  of  its  propriety,  convincing  to 
the  highest  court  of  the  State. 

The  questions,  whether  the  attachment  had  been  legally  lev- 
ied, or  whether  the  property  seized  was  a  subject  for  the  satia- 
&ction  of  the  attaching  creditor's  demand,  were  involved  in 
the  issues  tried,  and  the  order  for  an  execution  of  the  judg- 
ment was  given  after  a  review  of  all  the  claims  of  the  bank  or 
its  assigns.  The  subject  for  sale  were  j ud^ments  on  the  records 
of  the  court  that  gave  the  order,  and  all  persons  entitled  to 
oppose  it  were  before  the  court.  The  purchaser  was  entitled 
to  make  the  purchase,  with  an  assurance  that  his  title  would 
be  respected. 

Nor  were  the  purchasers  advised,  by  any  act  of  the  assieneei^ 
that  there  was  peril  in  the  act  of  purchase,  or  that  the  sale  was 
\  derogation  of  their  rights 
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The  evidence  is  satisfactory  that  the  principal  assignee  wa» 
it  the  sale,  and  before,  and  at  the  time,  encoaraged  purchasers 
to  buy.  The  assignees  were  interested  in  this,  for  the  claim 
of  the  attaching  creditors  was  a  charge  upon  the  assets  that 
might  come  to  their  hands,  and  its  payment  was  a  diminution 
of  the  debts  they  were  required  to  pay. 

Three  years  elapsed  from  the  entry  of  the  unconditional  and 
unexplained  order  of  affirmance  of  the  judgment  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court,  upon  the  records  of  the  District  Court,  before  this 
suit  was  commenced.  No  effort  was  made  during  that  time 
to  harmonize  the  conflict  in  the  various  and  discrepant  entriea 
in  the  courts  of  original  and  appellate  jurisdiction,  by  direct 
applications  to  them. 

No  effort  has  been  made  by  the  assignees  to  enforce  the  judg- 
ments they  claim  in  the  court  where  they  were  rendered,  and 
which  has  assumed  to  dispose  of  them,  nor  to  correct  the  irreg- 
ularities of  the  officers  of  which  they  now  complain. 

The  titles  which  have  been  granted  under  the  orders  of  the 
court,  and  the  acts  of  the  officers,  are  impeached  in  a  court  of 
an  independent  and  separate  organization,  and  in  a  collateral 
proceeding. 

The  attempt  is  made,  not  by  an  application  to  the  ordinary 
Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  but  to  its  extraordinary  powers,, 
powers  which  do  not  become  active  against  conscience  or  pub- 
lic convenience,  and  when  there  has  not  been  good  f&ith  and 
reasonable  diligence. 

My  conclusion  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  not  made  such  a 
case  as  authorizes  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity  for 
their  relief. 

The  record  shows  a  final  iudgment  of  the  court  of  original 
jurisdiction  against  their  title.  That  upon  their  own  appeal 
an  erroneous  transcript  of  that  judgment  was  carried  to  the 
Supreme  Court,  and  is  to  be  found  there  with  the  rest  of  the 
case.  But  that  this  was  not  carried  to  the  book  of  records  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  nor  copied  into  its  opinion,  nor  recited  in 
its  final  order,  nor  do  the  reasons  for  the  judgment  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  depend  upon  its  restricted  language  of  the  judg- 
ment exhibited  in  tiie  transcript,  nor  does  the  decretal  order 
<tf  the  Supreme  Court  recite  or  relate  to  it. 

But  the  opinion  of  the  court  depends  upon  a  judgment,  such 
as  existed  on  the  record  of  the  District  Court,  and  tne  confirm- 
atorv  order  was  addressed  to  that  judgment 

This  opinion  and  this  confirmatory  order  were  spread  upon 
the  records  of  the  District  Court,  and  form  the  basis  of  the 
eMootory  ordeie  and  proceedings.  Bights  have  attached  ander 
tkdee  ^ooeidmgs  and  orders,  not  only  withoat  opposition».lMi% 
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with  the  solicitation  and  consent  of  the  plaintiffs.    This  court 
does  not  feel  at  liberty  to  distarb  them,  by  an  inquiry  into  the 
supposed  errors  or  irregularities  which  may  be  tbund  in  the 
various  entries  and  proceedings  of  the  State  tribunals. 
Bill  dismissed  with  costs. 

(Signed)  J.  A.  Campbell, 

Assoc.  Justice  S.  C.  U.  & 

It  was  argued  in  this  court  by  Mr.  Sirawbridae  and  Mr.  Raih 
erdy  Johnson  for  the  appellants,  and  by  Mr.  Beryamin  for  the 
appellees. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  a  suit,  by  bill  in  equity,  that  was  prosecuted  in  the 
eastern  district  of  Louisiana,  by  In^raham  and  Read,  as  as* 
signees  in  trust  of  the  Grand  Gulf  Railroad  and  Banking  Com* 
pany,  as^ainst  Dawson,  administrator  of  Moses  Groves,  John 
K.  Marsliall,  and  Josiah  Stansbrough.  The  cause  was  pending 
in  the  court  below  for  several  years,  and  in  its  various  details 
is  complicated,  but  the  point. presented  for  our  consideration  ie 
a  narrow  one. 

According  to  the  practice  in  Louisiana,  the  Circuit  Court 
delivered  a  carefully-prepared  opinion  on  the  final  hearing 
there,  setting  forth  the  facts  and  reasons  why  that  court  dis- 
missed the  bill.  The  opinion  will  be  found  in  the  preceding 
report  of  this  cause.  We  briefly  restate  the  facts  on  which 
our  j  ud^ment  proceeds : 

In  May,  1841,  the  Grand  Gulf  Bank  recovered  two  judg- 
ments against  Moses  Groves;  in  the  District  Court  of  the  par- 
ish of  Madison,  in  the  State  of  Louisiana,  amounting  in  the 
aggregate  to  more  than  twenty-two  thousand  dollars.  Groves 
died  without  having  satisfied  those  judgments,  and  the  as- 
signees by  this  bill  seek  to  enforce  payment  of  the  debt  from 
the  estate  of  Groves,  in  the  hands  of  his  administrator. 

The  Grand  Gulf  Banking  Company  having  tailed,  in  Feb- 
ruar]^,  1842,  assigned  its  assets  in  trust  to  Ineraham  and  Lind* 
say,  including  the  two  judgments  against  Groves.  Lindsay 
afterwards  died,  and  Read  is  his  successor.  This  is  the  title 
relied  on  by  the  complainants.  The  defence  set  up  depends  on 
the  validity  of  a  sale  of  said  judgments  by  legal  process  against 
Groves. 

Marshall  was  the  owner  of  a  lar^e  amount  of  bank  notes  put 
in  circulation  by  the  Grand  Gulf  Company.  In  June,  18^8^ 
he  instituted  a  suit  against  the  bank  on  these  notes,  by  attach-* 
tag  the  judgments  the  bank  hud  recovered  against  Groves^ 
(and  also  judgments  against  other  persons.)    The  sait  wim 
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prosecuted  in  the  District  Court  of  the  parish  of  Madison,  in 
Louisiana.  To  this  proceeding  the  present  complainants^  In- 
graham  and  Read,  as  assignees  of  the  bank,  intervened  and 
set  up  their  title  by  the  assignment  of  the  judgments,  for  the 
purpose  of  defeating  tbe  attachment  of  Marshall,  and  of  hav- 
ing their  claim  as  trustees  established  as  the  better  title.  Mar- 
shall responded  to  this  allegation  of  the  intervenors,  that  the 
deed  of  assignment  was  void:  first,  because  it  was  contrary  to 
the  express  law  of  Mississippi,  prohibiting  such  assignments; 
and  secondly,  that  it  was  void,  because  it  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  a  portion  of  the  bank's  creditors,  and  in 
order  to  lavor  others.  The  parties  really  contesting  were  Mar- 
shall and  the  intervenors.  They  went  to  trial  before  a  jury  on 
the  law  and  facts.  The  verdict  found,  first,  that  the  debt  was 
due  to  Marshall  from  the  bahk ;  and,  secondly,  (says  the  rec- 
ord,^ ^'we  of  the  jury  find  the  intervenors  in  the  case  have 
estaolished  no  evidence  of  their  claim  to  the  property,  as  set 
forth  in  the  petition." 

The  judgment  recites  that  the  verdict  was  in  favor  of  the 

Slaintin^  Marshall,  and  against  the  defendants  and  intervenors; 
eclares  the  amount  due  to  the  plaintifi';  adjudges  a  prefer- 
ence and  privilege  upon  the  property,  rights,  and  credits  at- 
tached ;  orders  them  to  be  sold,  according  to  law,  to  satisfy  the 
plaintiff's  judgment.  '*  And  it  is  further  ordered  and  decreed, 
that  the  demand  of  the  intervenors  be  rejected  with  costs." 

This  judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Lou- 
isiana on  appeal,  prosecuted  on  the  part  of  the  bank  and  the 
intervenors.  The  judgment  as  affirmed  was  duly  entered  in 
the  District  Court,  which  proceeded  to  execute  the  same. 

The  bill  seems  to  have  been  founded  on  the  supposition  that 
the  intervention  was  rejected,  and  the  intervenors  nonsuited 
in  the  District  Court;  and  that  therefore  they  were  not  con- 
cluded, and  at  liberty  to  pursue  their  claim  on  the  deed  of 
assignment  made  to  them  b^  the  Grand  Qulf  Bank. 

The  assumption  that  the  intervenors  were  nonsuited  in  the 
State  court  is  founded  on  a  supposed  record  furnished  to  the 
complainants  by  the  clerk  of  the  District  Court,  which  probably 
might  bear  this  construction ;  but  it  appears  that  no  such  ree- 
ora  exists  in  that  court,  and  that  a  copy  of  a  memorandum,  kept 
in  a  book  to  refresh  the  memory  of  the  clerk  from  which  the 
record  signed  by  the  judge  was  made,  is  the  writing  relied  on. 
The  memorandum  has  no  value  in  this  caui«e.  The  judgment 
above  recited  defeated  tbe  assignment  set  up  by  the  complain- 
tintB  in  their  petition  of  intervention,  and  in  terms  bound  the 
property  attached;  nor  could  a  court  of  the  United  States,  in 
%  snit  br  bill  in  equity,  call  in  question  the  infonnalitiea,  if 
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any  exist,  that  may  have  occurred  in  executing  the  judgment 
of  the  State  court  It  was  the  duty  of  that  court  to  correct  any 
misconduct  or  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff  in  conducting 
the  sale  of  the  judgments,  haa  complaint  been  made  in  time 
and  proper  form. 

We  concur  with  the  Circuit  Court,  that  the  bill  must  bedie^ 
missed,  and  so  order. 


Joffir  SieBitsoK,  PiiAiNTiFr  in  Error,  v.  Edward  Maxexwb. 

IWhere  the  endorser  of  &  promissory  note,  in  conTersfttion  with  the  Afent  of  the 
holder,  before  its  matnritj,  dispensed  with  a  presentation  of  the  note  and  de- 
mand of  paymenti  and  promised  to  paj  it,  or  provide  for  its  payment,  at  matnii* 
tjf  he  conld  not,  when  sned,  set  np  as  a  defence  that  the  note  was  not  presented 
foi  payment,  and  demand  made  therefor  when  it  was  due,  and  that  no  notice  of 
its  dishonor  was  given. 

If,  after  the  maturity  of  the  note,  the  endorser  promised  the  agent  of  the  holder  to 
pay  the  same,  having,  at  the  time  of  making  sach  promise,  knowledge  of  the 
fact  that  the  note  had  not  been  presented  for  payment,  and  no  demand  made 
therefor,  or  notico  of  non-payment,  he  conld  not,  when  sued,  set  np  as  a  defenco 
a  want  of  such  demand  or  notice. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Oireuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  MissourL 
The  fii^ts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  arff ued  by  Mr.  Gushmg  and  Mr.  OiUei  for  the  plaiiitiff 
in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Blear  for  the  defendant. 

The  points  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error 
were  the  following: 

JFirsL  The  note  in  question  was  not  an  accommodation  note, 
made  for  the  defendant. 

The  evidence  shows  that  there  could  be  no  pretence  that  the 
note  in  question  was  made  for  the  accommodation  of  the  de- 
fendant; but  that  it  was,  in  fact,  a  regular  business  note,  taken 
by  defendant  on  the  sale  of  real  estate,  without  security.  And 
that  when,  at  a  subsequent  day,  the  property  was  re-deeded, 
and  the  remainder  of  the  notes  given  up,  the  defendant  credited 
this  particular  note  on  another  debt  (account)  due  him  from 
James  Sigerson,  the  maker.  When  it  was  given,  and  when  it 
was  transferred,  the  defendant  must  have  confideotlv  expected 
that  it  would  be  paid  by  the  maker.  When  he  too&  back  the 
property,  and  credited  the  note  to  the  maker,  he  clearly  relied 
upon  its  being  paid  by  the  maker,  or  he  would  not  have  given 
kun  credit  for  it  until  he  had  actually  taken  it  np^  or  keiiave 
been  diaehai^ged  from  it  as  endorser. 
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Siomd.  UnleM  the  defendant  agreed,  tmconditionallyv  after 
Hm  note  became  due,  and  after  he  knew  that  the  note  had  net 
been  presented  for  payment,  to  pay  said  note,  he  waa  not  liable 
tbereror. 

The  note  not  having  been  made  for  the  defendant's  accom* 
modation,  he  could  only  be  made  liable  by  presentation  at  the 
bank,  demand  of  payment,  and  notice  ci  non-payment.  His 
liability  depended  upon  the  holder  taking  the  steps  required  by 
law  to  charge  him.  If  they  had  been  taken,  bis  liability  became 
fixed  by  them,  but  otherwise  not.  If  he  supposed  they  had  not 
Ijeen  taken,  and  that  he  had  been  made  liable,  and  acted  under 
a  mistake  in  relation  to  the  facts,  he  would  not  be  bound  by 
such  action  when  the  real  fiicts  are  developed.  If  he  madie 
any  promise,  on  misapprehension  of  the  facts,  he  is  not  bound 
by  it,  because  the  ioducement  to  make  it  was  unreal,  and  was 
not  what  it  appeared  to  be.  A  promise  under  such  circum- 
stances has  nothing  to  stand  upon.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
the  note  had  been  presented  to  the  bank,  or  that  any  steps 
whatever  had  been  taken  to  charge  the  endorser;  nor  does  it 
appear  that  the  defendant  had  been  informed  of  the  true  state 
of  the  facts  in  relation  thereto  at  the  time  of  the  conversation, 
which  is  now  claimed  to  be  a  promise  of  payment. 

In  Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12  Wheat,  188,  it  was  held  thai 
where  the  promise  or  agreement  was  not  unequivocal,  it  would 
not  authorize  a  recovery. 

Third.  An  agreement  to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third  person  by 
an  endorser,  where  the  note  was  not  presented  at  the  time  ana 
place  of  payment,  and  notice  of  non-pavment  dulv  given, 
unless  made  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged,  upon  a 
consideration  specified  therein,  is  not  binding,  and  cannot  be 
enforced. 

Fourth.  The  suggestion  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's 
agent,  that  he  need  not  prove  the  note  against  the  estate  of 
James  Sigerson,  and  that  it  would  be  paid  at  maturity,  created 
no  liabilitv  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

The  liability  of  the  defendant  did  not  depend  upon  the  pro- 
bating of  the  note,  nor  did  the  remark  that  it  would  be  paid  at 
maturity  amount  to  a  promise  to  pay.  It  implied  that  there 
would  be  funds  ready  to  take  it  up  at  the  time  and  plaoe  of 
payment,  and  nothing  more.  The  inference  was,  that  the 
means  would  be  supplied  by  those  whose  duty  it  would  be  to 
provide  for  the  payment. 

Nor  did  the  sufi^gestion  to  Elder  tend  to  show  that  a  present* 

ation,  demand  of  payment,  and  notice  of  non-payment,  were 

dispensed  with.    The  remark  that  the  note  would  be  paid  at 

maturity  seems  to  imply  that  the  defendant  expected  the  note 
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would  be  paid  at  mataritjr,  on  bein^  ttreBented  in  Hie  iiraal 
course  of  business.  It  clearly  impliea  that  it  was  expected, 
when  it  matured,  it  would  be  presented  somewhere  to  be 
paid ;  and  as  no  place  or  person  was  named,  the  time  and  plaoe 
named  in  l^e  note  mtist  have  been  intended.  It  follows,  that 
there  was  no  waiver  by  the  defendant  of  the  condition  of  prep- 
sentation,  demand,  and  notice  of  non-payment,  prior  to  its 
felling  due. 

The  defendant  did  not  occasion  the  omission  of  that  neces- 
sary duty  in  order  to  create  a  liability  on  his  part  Nothing 
was  said  on  that  subject  The  plaintiff's  agent  was  left  to  take 
such  steps  as  his  principal  directed,  or  that  he  deemed  expe* 
dient,  and  the  plaintiff  must  abide  the  consequences. 

JPifth.  The  court  erred  in  instructing  the  jury  upon  qucA* 
tions  not  raised  by  the  evidence. 

Mr.  Blair  said: 

The  principle  declared  by  the  court  amounts  only  to  this,  as 
has  been  said  in  a  similar  case,  (that  of  the  Taunton  Bank  v. 
Richardson,  5  Pickering,  486,)  that  a  party  may  di^ense  witii 
conditions  for  his  benefit;  and  it  has  been  applied  in  many  cases 
similar  to  this.  (See  Diukwater  v.  Tibbatts,  6  Shepley,  p.  16 ; 
Boyd  V.  Cleveland,  4  Pickering;  Marshall  v.  Mitchell,  85 
Maine,  221 ;  Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12  Wheat,  188 ;  and  the  Union 
Bank  of  Georgetown  v.  Magruder,  7  Pet,  287.  See  also  Stoiy 
on  Bills,  889,  390,  499  to  507;  Jones  v.  Foles,  4  Mass.,  245, 
258;  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Waples,  4  Harring.,  429;  Hoadley  v. 
Bliss,  9  Geo.,  898;  Lary  v.  Young,  8  Eng.,  402;  5  Pickenng, 
486;  8  ib.;  1  Har.  and  J.,  581;  2  K  BL,  840;  1  Hill  S.  C., 
411;  8  Met,  484.) 

Mr.  Justice  McLE  Alf  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  a  \ivrit  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  district 
of  Missouri. 

An  action  was  brought  by  Mathews  against  John  Sigerson^ 
as  endorser  on  a  note  of  James  Sigerson,  now  deceased,  dated 
the  10th  of  March,  1852,  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  two  years  after  date,  at  the  Bank  of  the  State 
of  Missouri,  with  interest  from  the  date. 

It  was  pi^oved  on  the  trial  that,  in  1851,  Mathews  advanced 
largely  to  John  Sigerson  on  some  transactions  in  pork,  where- 
by Sigerson  became  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  two  thou- 
sand dollars;  that  Sigerson  wanted  two  years'  time,  on  which 
Mathews  required  a  mortgage  on  real  estate  as  security;  but 
Sigerson  offered  to  give  the  note  of  his  brother  James,  en-i 
dorsed  by  himself,  instead  of  the  mortgage;  and  he  lepror 
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tented  that  his  brother  James  was  the  owner  of  a  valnable  real 
estate  near  St.  Louis;  which  offer  was  accepted,  and  the  note 
was  given. 

Some  time  in  the  fall  of  1852,  Joseph  E.  Elder,  a  witness, 
received  the  note  from  Mathews  for  collection,  soon  after  the 
death  of  James  Si^erson,  and  before  the  note  became  due. 
Witness  called  on  John  Sigerson,  and  asked  him  if  he  should 
have  the  note  protested  against  the  estate  of  James  Sigerson. 
He  replied,  that  the  witness  need  not  do  so,  and  that  the  note 
should  be  paid  at  maturity.  The  witness  then  placed  the  note 
in  his  portfolio,  where  it  remained  until  after  due.  After  it 
was  due,  witness  called  on  John  Sigerson,  and  informed  him  that 
he  had  neglected  to  put  the  note  in  bank  for  collection,  and 
asked  him  what  he  was  ^oiug  to  do;  he  said  he  would  see 
witness  in  a  few  days,  and  arrange  it.  Afterwards  Sigerson 
said  to  the  witness  that  he  did  not  consider  himself  liable  as 
endorser,  as  the  note  had  not  been  protested. 

In  February,  1852,  John  Sigerson  sold  his  interest  in  the 
fiatrm  near  St.  Louis,  which  was  one-half  of  it,  and  which  con* 
tained  about  one  thousand  acres,  to  James  Sigerson,  who  was 
to  pay  off  the  encumbrances  on  the  land,  which  amounted  to 
about  sixteen  thousand  dollars.  James  executed  twenty  notes 
for  two  thousand  dollars  each,  payable  in  six,  twelve,  and 
eighteen  months ;  and  John  Sigerson  made  him  a  deed.  Li 
July,  1852,  James  reconveyed  tne  land  to  John,  and  Hie  bar- 
ffain  was  rescinded.  This  was  done  because  James  had  not 
nilfilled  his  contract  Nineteen  of  the  notes  were  given  up, 
but  the  note  now  in  suit  was  not  surrendered,  and  for  whiw 
the  account  of  James  was  credited  on  the  books  of  John. 
James,  on  his  decease,  left  no  property. 

On  the  above  facts,  the  court  charged  the  jur^,  ^<if  they  be- 
lieve, from  the  evidence,  that,  before  the  maturity  of  the  note, 
in  conversation  with  the  a^ent  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant 
dispensed  with  a  presentation  of  the  note  and  demand  of  pay* 
ment,  and  promised  to  pay  it  or  provide  for  its  payment  at 
maturity,  he  cannot  now  set  up  as  a  defence  to  this  suit,  that 
the  note  was  not  presented  for  payment,  and  demand  mado 
therefor,  when  it  was  due,  and  that  no  notice  of  its  dishonor 
was  given."     • 

That,  <M^  after  the  maturity  of  the  note,  the  defendant 
promised  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent  to  pay  the  same,  having 
at  the  time  of  making  said  promise  knowledge  of  the  fact  that 
the  note  had  not  been  presented  for  payment  and  that  no  de- 
mand had  been  made  therefor,  or  notice  of  non-payment  given, 
the  defendant  cannot  now  set  up,  as  a  defence  to  said  note^  m 
want  of  such  demand  or  notice. 
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^^If  ibe  defendant  dispensed  neither  with  the  presentatioiB 
of  the  note  and  notice,  nor.  promised  to  pay  the  same,  haTiag 
knowledge  as  above  stated,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover." 

Exception  was  taken  to  these  instructions. 

Certain  instructions  were  asked  by  the  defendanti  which 
were  refused ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  them,  as  ihey  are 
substantially  embraced  in  those  given  by  the  court 

As  there  was  no  formal  demand  of  payment,  nor  protest 
for  non-payment  and  notice,  those  requisites  must  have  been 
waived  by  the  defendant,  to  make  him  responsible  as  endorser; 
and  to  this  effect  were  the  instructions  of  the  court;  and  we 
think  the  testimony  not  only  authorized  the  instructions  given, 
but  also  the  verdict  rendered  hy  the  jury.  Before  the  note 
was  due,  the  defendant  said  to  Elder,  the  a^nt  of  Mathews, 
«nd  who  held  the  note,  that  he  need  not  tase  steps  to  collect 
it  from  the  estate  of  his  brother  James,  as  it  should  be  paid  al 
maturity.  This  was  an  assurance  which  could  not  be  mis- 
taken, and  it  was  relied  on  by  the  agent.  He  placed  the  note  in 
his  portfolio,  where  it  remained  until  after  it  became  due. 
After  this,  the  agent  called  on  the  defendant,  and  informed  him 
that  he  had  neglected  to  take  measures  for  the  collection  of 
the  note,  and  asked  him  what  he  was  going  to  do;  he  ao- 
iwered,  that  in  a  few  days  he  would  see  the  witness,  and  ar- 
rauj^e  it.  This  was  an  unconditional  promise  to  pay  the  note, 
which  no  one  could  misunderstand,  and  which  he  could  not 
repudiate  at  any  subsequent  period. 

A  promise  by  an  enaorser  to  pav  a  note  or  bill,  ditpensee 
with  the  necessity  of  proving  a  demand  on  the  maker  or 
drawer,  or  notice  to  himself.  (Pierson  v.  Hooker,  8  Johns., 
68 ;  Hopkins  v.  Liswell,  12  Mass.  Rep.,  52.)  Where  the  drawer 
of  a  protested  bill,  on  beinff  applied  to  for  payment  on  behalf 
of  the  holder,  acknowledged  the  debt  to  be  due,  and  promised 
to  pay  it,  saying  nothing  about  notice,  it  was  held,  that  the 
holder  was  not  bound  to  prove  notice  on  the  trial.  (Walker 
1^.  Laverty,  6  Manf.,  487.)  An  unconditional  promise  b^  the 
endorser  of  a  bill  to  pay  it,  or  an  acknowledmient  of  his  Ut^ 
bility,  and  knowledge  of  his  discharge  by  the  laches  of  the 
holder,  will  amount  to  an  implied  waiver  of  due  notice  of  ai 
demand  of  the  drawee,  acceptor,  or  maker.  (Thornton  9. 
Wynn,  12  Wheat,  188;  Bank  of  Georgetown  v.  Magmder,  7 
Pet,  287.)  We  think  the  instructions  of  the  court  were  correet^ 
and  that,  oonseqaentiy,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed,  witb 
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tc  Uaj,  1830,  Congnn  passed  »d  act  (4  Stat  «l  L.,  420)  which  fare  tha  fight  of  pM- 

Miptioo  to  settlers  on  the  pablic  lands,  but  made  nnV  uid  7oid  all  assigmnentf 

and  tra&sfers  of  the  right  of  prereaiption  prior  to  the  issoance  of  patents.    ThJt 

act  was  to  remain  in  force  for  one  year. 
In  January,  1832,  another  act  was  passed,  (4  Slat  at  L.,  406,)  svpplementaiy  to 

the  former,  allowing  certificates  oif  pwchase  to  Im  tumsfsmd,  aod  pateots  to  b« 

issued  in  the  name  of  the  assignee. 
In  June,  1834,  another  act  was  passed,  (4  Stat  at  L.,  678.)  reviTing  the  act  of 

1830. 
ne  tnie  coastmctioo  of  this  act  of  1834  is,  «ot  thai  it  reatorad  the  proUMtory 

clause  of  1830,  bat  that  it  reriyed  the  supplement,  together  with  the  origimU 

act;  and  that,  consequentlj,  an  assignment  was  good  and  legal  before  a  patent 

was  issued. 
But  it  was  necessary  to  enter  the  land  at  the  land  office,  before  the  right  of  assign* 

ment  accrued;  and,  therefore,  assigoments  made  before  such  entry  were  assign* 

ments  of  floats,  and  void. 
A  power,  however,  although  executed  before  the  location,  was  sufficient  to  jnsttiy 

an  assignment  made  after  the  location,  there  being  a  tacit  affirmance  of  tlio 

power,  when  it  might  have  been  set  aside. 

This  case  was  brought  up  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louid- 
Bua,  by  a  writ  of  error  issued  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  <^ 
the  judiciary  act. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Benjamin  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
by  Mr.  Taylor  for  the  defendants. 

Mr.  Benjamin  made  three  points: 

L  The  policy  of  Congress  has  been  fixed  and  invariable,  not 
to  allow  the  beneficent  purposes  of  the  pre-emption  laws  to  b0 
defeated,  nor  its  objects  perverted  to  the  profit  of  land  specu- 
iators.  Whether  wise  or  unwise,  this  is  the  unmistakable 
policy  of  the  law. 

Under  this  point,  Mr.  .B^Tyamm  contended,  that  although  the 
de^  from  Butler's  attorney  was  dated  after  the  location,  ^et 
the  power  to  make  it  was  executed  before  the  location,  whilst 
the  interest  was  yet  nothing  but  a  float;  and  that  such  an  ar- 
rangement was  a'^mere  device  to  elude  and  evade  the  law.  For 
example:  the  power  to  sell,  locate,  and  transfer,  was  executed 
on  17th  July,  1840.  The  location  was  made  on  the  8th  Aa« 
gust,  1840.  The  deed  to  Dickson  was  executed  on  25th  No* 
vember,  1840. 

Mr.  Benjamin  reviewed  several  acts  of  Congress  and  cases,  fe9 
show  that  such  a  device  as  this  fiower,  given  prior  to  the  f 
tion,  was  against  the  whole  policy  of  the  law. 
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n.  The  court  erred  in  determining  that  when  Conetess,  in 
1884,  revived  the  act  of  1880,  it  also  revived  that  of  1882. 

An  opinion  to  that  eflfect  was  riven  in  1885,  by  Mr.  Attorney 
General  Butler,  (2d  Opinions,  TOl;)  but  no  reasons  are  riven 
for  it.  He  simply  says,  "that  the  revival  of  the  original  law 
IS  to  be  considered  as  embracing  the  provisions  engrafted 
thereon  by  the  supplementary  act  of  28d  January,  1832." 

It  is  submitted  that  this  opinion  is  utterly  untenable. 

It  is  not  true  that  the  act  of  1882  engrafted  anv  provision  on 
that  of  1830.  On  the  contrary,  the  act  of  1832  was  a  partial 
repeal  of  that  of  1830. 

The  act  of  1880  prohibited  assignments  of  pre-emption  rights 
prior  to  issuance  of  patents.  The  act  of  1832  repealed  this 
prohibition  so  far  as  to  permit  the  assignment  of  certificates 
of  purchase  or  final  receipts. 

In  1884,  Congress  re-enacts  the  law  which  prohibited  assign- 
ments before  issuance  of  patents.  By  what  possible  train  of 
reasoning  can  it  be  shown  that  this  act  of  1834  is  also  to  be 
controlled  by  that  of  1832  ?  The  whole  of  the  subsequent  legis- 
lation shows  the  contrary.  Eveiy  law  since  passed  by  Con- 
gress repeats  the  prohibition,  as  already  shown. 

The  act  of  1884  is  to  be  construed  just  as  if  the  entire  act  of 
1880  had  been  copied  into  it.  If  this  had  been  done,  would 
any  one  pretend  that  the  act  of  1882  could  control  its  interpre- 
tation? 

m.  The  act  of  1882,  however,  can  have  no  possible  appli- 
cation to  the  case  before  the  court.  That  act,  in  its  very  terms, 
applies  only  to  persons  who  purchased  before  its  .passage.  It 
says,  in  words,  that  '^persons  who  have  purchased  under  the 
act  of  1880,"  may  transfer  their  certificates  of  purchase,  and 
patents  may  issue  to  assignees. 

The  act  of  1830  had  expired  by  its  own  limitation  on  the 
29th  May,  1831.  Nobody  who  had  acquired  rights  under  it 
could  sell  or  assign  before  the  issuing  of  the  patents.  On  the 
28d  January,  1832,  Congress,  speaking  of  uiis  expired  law, 
says  that  those  who  have  purchased  under  it  may  assign  their 
certificates  of  purchase,  notwithstanding  the  prohibition. 

The  law  applied  to  a  certain  class  of  pre-existim^  eases. 
When  those  cases  were  settled,  the  law  was  functus  officio. 

Now,  Butler  was  not  a  person  who  had  purchased  under  the 
act  of  1880.  His  pre-emption  was  established  in  1886,  under 
the  act  of  1884. 

To  apply  the  act  of  1882  to  his  case,  is  to  violate  the  Iah 
gaa^*  of  the  law,  the  rales  of  grammar,  and  the  legislative  in* 
tentiotk  as  exhibited  in  long-continaed  and  repeated  expresaioiis 
of  the  will  of  Congress. 
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ifr.  Tlzyior  made  the  following  points: 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  the  first  instance  in  Louisiana 
was  against  the  plaintiff,  and  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  Upon 
an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  State,  this  judj^ment 
was  affirmed,  on  the  ground  that  the  revival  of  the  act  of  1880, 
by  the  act  of  19th  of  June,  1884,  was  "to  be  considered  as  em- 
bracing the  provisions  engrafted  thereon  by  the  supplementary 
act  of  the  28d  of  January,  1832,"  "under  the  construction  put 
upon  the  Congressional  acts  on  this  subject  by  the  Attornev 
General  of  the  United  States;"  for,  say  the  court,  "the  om- 
cers  of  the  Government  appear  to  have  uniformly  acted  on  this 
construction,"  and  "this  construction,  it  appears  to  us,  ex- 
presses the  manifest  intention  or  will  of  the  law  maker." 

The  only  point  before  the  court  for  review  upon  the  writ  of 
error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana  in  this  case,  is  this : 

Is  there  any  error  in  the  judgment  of  that  court,  based  upon 
this  construction  of  the  acts  of  Congress,  under  which  the  land 
in  controversy  has  been  separated  from  the  public  domain,  to 
satisfy  a  right  of  pre-emption  crowing  up  in  virtue  of  settle- 
ment and  cultivation  prior  to  the  19th  of  June,  1884? 

The  defendants  say  there  is  no  error,  because — 

L  The  act  of  the  29th  of  May,  1880,  and  the  supplementary 
acts  of  January  28d,  1882,  and  July  14th,  1882,  constituted  but 
one  act ;  and  any  revival  of  the  act  of  the  29th  of  May,  1880,  in 
the  absence  of  any  declaration  to  the  contrary,  would  neces- 
sarily carry  with  it  the  supplementary  acts.  (Sedgwick  on 
Statute  and  Constitutional  Law,  pp.  247, 251, 255;  1st  Cranch, 
299.) 

This  view  confirmed  by  the  act  of  June  22d,  1888,  which  is 
cited  by  plaintiff's  counsel  for  a  different  purpose.    And, 

n.  The  administration  of  the  land  system  of  the  United 
States  is  vested  in  the  Executive  department  of  the  Govern- 
ment,  and  the  officers  charged  with  the  disposal  of  the  publio 
domain  under  the  authority  of  acts  of  Congress  are  required 
and  empowered  to  determine  the  construction  of  those  acts  so 
far  as  it  relates  to  the  extent  and  character  of  the  rights  claimed 
under  them,  and  to  be  given,  through  their  action,  to  individ- 
uals. This  is  a  portion  of  the  political  power  of  the  Govern- 
ment, and  courts  of  justice  never  interfere  with  it.  (Cousin  v. 
Blanc's  Ex.,  19  How.,  206,  209;  2  Pet,  258;  12  Pet,  511;  0 
How.,  154.) 

Tte  decision  of  the  Attorney  General,  and  the  action  of  the 
Land  Department  for  a  long  series  of  years  in  conformity  with 
%  is  conclusive  as  to  the  right  of  a  pre-emptor  to  sell  the  land 
embraced  in  his  entr^  before  the  issuing  of  the  patent 

A  difterent  condueion  would  unsettle  a  vast  number  of  titlei^ 


IM  SUPREME  CODBT. 


Jfarftf  ▼.  Dkkton  ei  oL 


and  overthrow  rights  acquired  npon  the  fiiith  of  the  aetHed 
practiee  of  the  Land  Department  of  the  Government,  dating 
back  to  the  spring  of  1835;  and  for  what?  To  ^ve  success  to 
an  operation  by  which  one  seeks  to  obtain  au  unjust  advantage 
over  his  neighbor,  bj  dealing,  with  as  full  knowledge  as  was 
ever  yet  disclosed  to  the  observation  of  a  court  of  justice,  with 
one  who  stands  confessed  as  the  perpetrator  of  an  attempted 
fraud. 

Mr.  Justice  CATRON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  cause  is  brought  here  by  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Louisiana,  which,  by  its  judgment,  construed  the  acta 
of  Congress  of  1880, 1882,  ana  1834,  securing  pre-emption  rights 
to  actual  settlers  on  the  public  lands. 

The  facts  giving  rise  to  the  questions  decided  are  these: 
John  Butler  and  Elkin  T.  Jones  resided  on  the  same  quarter 
section  of  land,  lying  in  the  parish  of  Claiborne,  Louisiana; 
and  having  duly  proved  their  residence  on  the  land,  as  required 
by  the  acts  of  Congress,  were  allowed  to  purchase  jointlv  at 
the  proper  land  office  the  quarter  section  on  which  they  resided. 

Bein^  entitled  to  additional  land,  Jones  and  Butler  obtained 
a  certincate,  known  as  a  float,  authorizing  them  to  enter  a 
quarter  section.  Butler  sold  his  float  to  Murrill  in  1837;  Mur- 
rill  sold  to  Wood  in  1838,  and  Wood  sold  to  Dickson  in  1839. 
The  land  was  located  in  August,  1840,  in  Butler's  name,  by 
Bullard,  who  held  a  power  from  Butler  to  locate  and  sell  it. 

And  in  November,  1840,  Butler,  by  his  attorney  in  fact,  Bui- 
lard,  conveyed  to  William  Dickson.  In  April,  1843,  a  joint 
patent  issued  in  favor  of  Butler  and  Jones  for  the  quarter  sec- 
tion. In  1851,  Butler  again  sold  his  undivided  moiety  of  the 
land  to  James  Marks,  and  conveyed  to  him  in  due  form.  The 
Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana  held,  that  the  assignment  made 
in  August,  1840,  to  William  Dickson,  was  lawfull;^  made,  and 
that  Marks  had  no  equity  to  sustain  his  petition,  in  which  he 
demanded  partition  and  possession.  Uis  petition  was  dismissed 
in  the  State  courts. 

If  the  assignment  of  the  entry  to  Dickson  was  valid,  then 
the  judgment  below  must  be  affirmed;  on  the  other  hand,  if 
the  assignment  made  by  Bullard,  as  Butler's  attorney  in  fiict, 
was  made  in  violation  of  the  acts  of  Congress,  then  it  canacrt 
be  set  up  as  a  defence  against  the  deed  made  to  Marks  in  1851* 
This  is  the  only  question  that  can  be  revised  here  on  thip  writ 
of  error  to  the  proceeding  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiaoa. 
Its  decision  depends  on  the  true  meaning  of  the  acti  of  Oca* 
gress  referred  to. 

The  act  of  1880  (see.  8)  provides  that  all  eestgnmeiita  and 
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lmi«fen  of  the  right  of  pre-emption  given  by  that  met,  prior  to 
imming  of  the  patent,  shall  be  null  and  void. 

In  1832  a  Bopplementary  act  was  passed,  which  recites  the 
act  of  1830,  and  declares  tliat  all  persons  who  have  parcbased 
nnder  the  act  may  assign  and  transfer  their  certificates  of  pur* 
chase,  or  final  receipts,  anything  in  the  act  of  1830  to  the  coa- 
tainr  notwithstanding. 

The  ac^t  of  June  19, 1834,  revived  the  act  of  1830,  and  eon 
tinned  it  in  force  for  two  years  withoat  referrinir  to  the  act  of 
1882.     If  this  act  was  made  part  of  that  of  1830,  then  the  re* 
vival  of  the  latter  carried  with  it  no  incapacity  in  the  pre* 
emptor  to  assign  his  certificate  of  purchase. 

A  difiiculty  arose  in  the  General  Land  Office,  as  to  the  efiTeet 
of  the  revival  of  the  act  of  1830  bv  the  act  of  1834 ;  and  whether 
the  act  of  1830,  as  revived,  included  the  provision  of  the  act  of 
1882.  The  Commissioner  referred  the  matter  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  for  his  decision;  and  this  officer  presented  the 

3uestioH  to  the  Attorney  General  for  his  official  opinion,  who 
ecided  that  the  acts  of  1830  and  1832  stood  together  as  one 
provision;  and  being  revived  by  the  act  of  1834,  the  intention 
of  Congress  was  to  confer  on  the  purchaser  the  power  to  sell 
before  the  patent  issued. 

This  opinion  was  given  in  March,  1835,  and  has  been  fol* 
lowed  at  the  General  Land  Office  ever  since;  and  as  Butler's 
claim  originated  under  the  act  of  1834,  it  was  governed  at  the 
land  office  by  that  decision. 

We  think  the  construction  then  given  was,  in  effect,  the  true 
one.  Before  the  prohibition  was  made  bv  the  act  of  1830,  the 
purchaser,  when  he  had  obtained  his  final  certificate,  acrquired 
with  it  a  right  to  sell  the  land  he  had  purchased  in  all  cases, 
nor  has  that  right  ever  been  questioned  by  Congress,  where 
entries  had  been  made  in  the  ordinary  operations  of  the  land 
office;  so  that  the  act  of  1832  repealed  the  prohibition  inii>osed 
on  those  having  a  pre-emption,  and  placed  those  who  purchased 
under  it  on  the  footing  of  other  purchasers. 

The  act  of  1832  provided  that  patents  might  issue  to  aa- 
fiigueos;  but  this  provision  docs  not  afiect  the  present  case,  as 
the  transfer  of  the  entry  was  valid,  and  bound  Butler  from  its 
date,  and  vested  his  equitable  title  in  Dickson  and  his  heirs, 
which  was  not  defeated  by  the  patent.  Such  would  have  been 
the  rijarhts  of  the  parties,  had  the  prohibitory  clause  not  been 
passed,  an<l  so  their  rights  stood  after  its  repeal. 

The  object  of  the  Let^islature  is  manifest.     It  was  intended 
to  prevent  speculation  by  dealings  for  rights  of  preference 
before  the  public  lands  were  in   the  market.     The  specu 
lator  acquired  power  over  choice  sp>ts,  by  procuring  occQ* 
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pants  to  seat  themselves  on  them,  and  who  abandoned  them 
as  soon  as  the  land  was  entered  under  their  pre-emption  rights^ 
and  the  speculation  accomplished.  ISTothing  could  be  more 
easily  done  than  this,  if  contracts  of  this  description  could  be 
enforced.  The  act  of  1880,  however,  proved  to  be  of  little 
avail ;  and  then  came  the  act  of  1888,  (5  Stat.,  251,)  which  com- 
pelled  the  pre-emptor  to  swear  that  he  had  not  made  an  agree- 
ment by  which  the  title  might  inure  to  the  benefit  of  any  one 
except  himself,  or  that  he  would  transfer  it  to  another  at  any 
subsequent  time.  This  was  preliminary  to  the  allowing  of  his 
entry,  and  discloses  the  policy  of  Congress,  but  it  has  no  ap^ 
plication  in  this  cause,  as  this  claim  was  founded  on  the  act  of 
1834. 

The  contract  preceding  the  entry  made  by  Butler  with  Mur- 
rill  was  merely  void;  and  so  were  the  a^eements  of  Wood 
and  Dickson  for  the  float  before  its  location.  But  after  the 
land  was  entered  by  Butler,  he  had  power  to  affirm  his  con-^ 
tract  of  sale  at  his  option,  by  conveying  the  land,  and  which 
sale  bound  Butler,  and  concludes  Marks. 

We  order  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Lou 
iaiana  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Fbahois  Sbldbn,  Appellant,  v.  Lawbbnob  Mtebs,  Phiup  Pno^ 
Walter  Lenox,  and  James  C.  MoGuirb. 

A  person  dealing  with  an  unlettered  man  who  can  neither  read  nor  write,  and 
taking  from  him  a  promissory  note  for  the  payment  of  money  and  a  deed  for 
property,  in  trost,  to  secure  the  payment,  is  bound  to  show,  when  he  seeks  to- 
enforce  them,  that  they,  or  the  material  parts  of  them,  were  read  and  fully  ex- 
plained to  the  party  before  they  were  executed,  and  that  he  fully  understood 
their  meaning  and  effect. 

If  this  fact  is  established  by  positiye  and  unimpeached  testimony,  parol  eTidenoe^ 
cannot  be  reeeiyed,  to  show  that  the  contract  was  different  from  that  expressed 
in  the  writings,  or  that  nothing  was  at  that  time  due  from  the  party  who  exe> 
cnted  the  instruments. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Oircuit  Ooort  of  the  XTnited: 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia. 

It  was  a  bill  filed  by  Selden,  under  the  circumstances  partio- 
ularl^  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  Circuit  Court 
dismissed  the  bill,  and  Selden  appealed  to  this  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Ooxe  and  Mr.  Webb  for  the  appellant^ 
and  by  Mr.  Bradlty  for  the  appellees. 
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Aft  this  was  a  case  depending  entirely  upon  testimony,  where 
no  general  principle  of  equity  jurisprudence  was  involved,  the 
arguments  drawn  from  that  testimony  are  omitted. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TAN'EY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

It  appears  that  the  appellant,  for  some  years  before  the  exe- 
cution of  the  instruments  hereinafter  mentioned,  kept  a  res- 
taurant in  the  city  of  Washington,  and  had  considerable  deal- 
ings with  Lawrence  Myers  &  Company,  who  are  merchants  in 
New  York,  and  who,  from  time  to  time,  had  supplied  him  with 
liquors  for  the  use  of  his  restaurant.  On  the  81st  of  Decem- 
ber, 1846,  the  appellant  gave  his  promissory  note  for  $1,246.68 
to  Lawrence  Myers  &  Company,  payable  with  interest  on  the  1st 
of  January,  1849,  for  value  received ;  and  on  the  same  day  he 
executed  a  deed  to  Walter  Lenox,  of  the  city  of  Washin^n, 
which  recites  that  he  is  indebted  to  Lawrence  Myers  and  Philip 
Pike,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  trading  under  the  name  of  Law- 
rence Myers  &  Company,  in  the  sum  of  $1,246.68,  for  which 
snm  they  held  his  promissory  note,  dated  the  81st  of  Decem- 
ber, 1846,  drawn  to  the  order  of  the  said  Lawrence  Myers  k 
Company,  payable  on  the  1st  of  January,  1849,  and  that  the 
appellant  was  desirous  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  said  debt, 
and  all  interests  and  costs  that  may  accrue  thereon ;  and  then 
proceeds  to  convey  certain  real  property  in  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington to  the  said  Lenox,  in  trust;  that  in  case  the  wpellant 
should  fiail  to  pay  the  said  debt,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any 
proper  costs  or  charges  that  may  accrue  thereon,  then,  at  the 
request  of  the  holders  of  the  said  note,  due  and  unpaid,  to  sell 
the  said  premises,  (or  such  part  thereof  as  the  trustee  may  deem 
necessary  to  pay  so  much  of  the  debt  as  shall  be  then  unpaid,Y 
in  such  manner,  after  such  notice,  at  such  time  and  place,  ana 
upon  such  terms  and  conditions,  as  the  trustee  shall  aeem  most 
convenient  for  the  interest  of  all  concerned,  and  convey  the 
same  in  fee  simple  to  the  purchaser. 

This  deed  was  duly  acknowledged  by  Selden,  according  to 
law,  before  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Wash* 
ineton,  and  recorded  among  the  land  records  of  the  county.  ^ 

Some  years  after  the  expiration  of  the  credit  mentioned  in 
these  instruments — ^that  is  to  say,  in  1868 — the  trustee,  at  the 
request  of  Lawrence  Myers  &  Company,  advertised  the  prem- 
ises to  be  sold  on  the  18th  of  July  in  that  year ;  and  thereupon 
Selden  filed  this  bill  to  obtain  an  injunction  to  stay  the  sale. 

The  bill  states,  that  in  1846  the  appellant  had  a  settlement 
^  apooonti  with  Lawrence  Myers  &  Company;  and  after  the 
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iettlement,  Myers,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  hie  bori« 
iiesB,  agreed  that  the  company  would  make  advances  to  him 
from  time  to  time  in  goods  or  money,  as  he  should  need  them, 
provided  he  would  give  them  his  note  for  $1,246.68,  payable 
on  the  1st  of  January,  1849;  that  he  accepted  the  proposition, 
and  thereupon  executed  the  promissory  note  above  mentioned; 
and  afterwards,  at  the  request  of  Myers,  executed  the  deed  of 
trust  to  Lenox. 

The  bill  further  charges,  that  it  was  the  distinct  understand- 
ing of  the  parties  that  advances  should  be  made  to  the  amount 
«et  tbrth  in  the  note;  but  that  only  a  small  advance  of  about 
two  hundred  dollars  had  afterwards  been  made,  and  that  sum 
diminished  by  sundry  payments  made  by  appellant;  that  the 
property  conveyed  by  him  in  trust  was  of  much  i^reater  value 
than  the  amount  of  the  note;  that  he  can  neither  read  nor 
write ;  and  when  he  executed  the  deed,  did  not  know  that  the 
whole  of  said  property  was  included,  and  was  under  the  im« 
pression  that  it  conveyed  only  a  portion  of  it. 

The  bill  further  charges,  that  Lawrence  Myers  ft  Company 
persuaded  him  to  execute  the  deed  with  the  intention  to  de» 
iraud  him,  and  since  its  execution  had  refused  to  make  ad* 
vanees  to  him  in  money  or  goods ;  that  the  west  half  of  the  lot 
<^onveyed  in  trust  was  advertised  for  sale  by  the  trustee,  and 
if  the  sale  was  allowed  to  proceed  he  would  be  injured  and 
defrauded. 

The  members  of  the  firm  of  Lawrence  Myers  &  Company, 
and  Lenox,  the  trustee,  and  McGuire,  the  auctioneer,  were 
made  parties  defendants  to  the  bill. 

The  answer  of  Lawrence  Myers,  who  answers  separately, 
denies  that  the  note  was  given  tor  the  purpose  stated  in  the 
bill,  and  states  that  it  was  given  upon  a  settlement  of  accounts 
tor  goods  before  that  time  sold  to  the  appellant,  and  for  the 
amount  which  the  appellant  acknowledged  to  be  then  due; 
that  the  deed  was  executed  voluntarily,  and  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  its  contents,  and  after  it  had  been  read  and  explained 
to  him,  and  denies  all  fraud  charged  in  the  bill. 

The  respondent  also  denies  that  the  property  conveyed  was 
more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  debt;  that  the  east  half  of  it 
had  been  previously  mortgaged,  and  had  since  been  sold  to  pay 
that  debt,  and  the  remaining  half  is  not  more  than  sufficient 
to  pay  the  debt  due  to  the  defendant.  He  admits  that  the  ap* 
pellant  is  entitled  to  a  credit  of  $119.70,  with  interest  from  the 
11th  of  September,  1845,  on  account  of  so  much  money  received 
on  a  note  of  a  certain  William  Walker,  assigned  by  the  appel- 
lant to  Lawrence  Myers  k  Company. 

The  answer  of  Philip  Pike,  the  other  partner  ia  the  ftnn,  Is 
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•nbitantially  the  same  with  that  of  Myers,  as  far  as  he  has 
knowledge.  Bat  he  was  not  in  Washington  when  the  note 
Was  taken  and  the  conveyance  made,  and  had  therefore  no  per> 
sonal  knowledge  of  that  transaction. 

And  the  answer  of  Lenox,  the  trustee,  states  that  he  pre- 
pared the  deed,  at  the  request  and  according  to  the  instmctions 
of  Lawrence  Myers ;  that  Selden  and  Myers  met  together  at 
his  office,  on  or  about  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  deed ;  that  he 
laid  the  note  and  deed  before  the  parties ;  that  he  cannot  charge 
his  memory  that  the  entire  deed,  word  for  word,  was  read  to 
the  parties,  but  avers  that  the  description  of  the  property  con- 
veyed, and  the  nature  and  purport  of  the  deed,  were  made  known 
and  explained  to  each  of  the  parties,  and  so  much  read  as  was 
necessary  for  that  purpose ;  that  the  transaction  was  the  sub- 
ject of  conversation  between  the  parties  in  his  presence;  and 
that  Beldeu  showed  a  clear  knowledge  of  its  character  and  pur* 
pose,  and  that  it  was  declared  by  bom  parties  that  it  was  a  set- 
tlement between  them  of  past  dealings  and  accounts ;  and  that 
the  note  and  deed  were  prepared  by  him,  and  strictly  con- 
formed to  the  views  of  both  parties,  as  made  known  to  him  by 
each  of  them.  They  were  not  signed  in  his  presence,  but  taken 
away  by  Myers,  in  company  with  Selden.  And  he  denies  all 
firaud  and  aeceit  charged  in  the  bill. 

Testimony  was  taken  on  both  sides.  On  the  part  of  Selden 
several  witnesses  were  examined,  who  state  that,  from  conver- 
sations between  Selden  and  Myers,  at  which  they  were  present, 
about  the  time  when  the  note  and  deed  were  executed,  or 
shortly  before  the  advertisement  for  the  sale,  they  understood 
that  Selden  owed  nothing  to  Myers  &;  Company  when  they 
were  given,  and  that  Ihey  were  intended  to  secure  future  sup- 
plies which  Myers  &;  Company  were  to  furnish.  But  none  of 
these  witnesses  were  present  when  they  were  executed,  and 
none  of  them  know  whether  they  were  or  were  not  read  and 
explained  to  the  parties  before  thej  were  si^ed.  And,  cer- 
tainly, parol  testimony  is  altogether  inadmissible  to  show  that 
the  contract  was  difterent  from  the  one  reduced  to  writing, 
unless  it  can  also  be  shown  that  the  party  wi(8  fraudulent^ 
deceived  and  misled  as  to  the  contents  of  the  written  instru* 
ments. 

It  is  true  that  Selden  is  an  unlettered  man,  and  can  neither 
read  nor  write.  He  makes  his  mark  to  the  instruments  h% 
executed;  and,  dealing  with  such  a  person,  it  is  incumbent  on 
Myers  ft  Company  to  show,  past  doubt,  that  he  fully  under- 
Stood  the  object  and  import  of  the  writings  upon  which  they 
are  proceeding  to  charge  him;  and  if  they  had  failed  to  do  so, 
the  above-mentioned  testimony  offered  by  the  appellapt,  as  tc 
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the  state  of  the  accounts  between  them  at  the  time,  would  have 
furnished  strong  grounds  for  inferring  that  he  had  been  de- 
ceived, and  had  not  understood  the  meaning  of  the  written 
instruments  he  signed.  But  the  testimony  offered  by  Myers 
k  Company  is  conclusive  on  this  point.  Lenox,  who  was  neces- 
sarily made  a  defendant  in  these  proceedings,  was,  by  consent 
of  parties,  examined  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  Myers  k  Com- 

Eany,  and  in  his  testimony  he  confirms  the  statement  made  in 
is  answer  in  every  particular.  He  proves  that  the  parties 
were  together  at  his  office;  that  they  talked  of  their  accounts 
while  there,  and  that  Selden  admitted  that  the  balance  due 
from  him  at  that  time  to  Myers  &;  Company  was  the  amount 
for  which  the  note  was  given.  He  says,  "  I  read  so  much  of 
it  (the  deed)  to  the  parties  as  explained  its  object,  the  amount 
of  the  note,  and  the  description  of  the  property,  and  the  pur- 
poses; and  it  was  admitted  by  both  parties  that  it  was  ri^ht, 
and  received  from  me  as  such  by  them  together,  and  they  left 
my  office  for  the  purpose  of  executing  if  The  testimony  of 
this  witness  is  not  impeached,  nor  his  statement  of  facts  con- 
tradicted by  any  witness  for  the  appellant,  and  is  therefore  a 
decisive  answer  to  the  allegations  in  the  bill  of  the  appellant. 
Nor  is  there  any  ground  for  supposing  that  Selden,  in  his 
ignorance  of  accounts,  was  deceived  or  imposed  upon  as  to  the 
balance  actually  due.  The  accounts  of  the  dealings  between 
the  parties  up  to  that  time  have  been  produced  by  Myers  k 
Company,  and  proved  to  be  correct  by  the  clerks  who  were  at 
that  time  in  their  employment,  and  whose  duty  it  was  to  keep 
them;  and  these  accounts  show  that  the  balance  then  due  was 
the  amount  for  which  the  note  was  taken. 

In  this  view  of  the  subject,  it  is  unnecessary  to  examine  jmuv 
ticularly  the  testimony  of  the  different  witnesses  produced  by 
the  complainant.  They  no  doubt  speak  to  the  best  of  their 
recollections ;  but  every  one  knows  how  liable  a  party  is  to  be 
led  into  mistakes  who  hears  casual  conversations  about  accounts 
in  which  he  has  no  interest,  and  how  liable  they  are  to  be  mis* 
taken,  when  some  years  have  elapsed,  both  as  to  the  particular 
time  when  the  conversation  tooK  place  and  the  precise  Ian- 

Suage  used  by  the  speaker.  And  the  strong  probability  ia, 
lat  the  conversations  of  which  they  speak,  and  in  which  they 
understood  Myers  to  admit  that  he  had  been  paid,  related  to 
the  small  transactions  which  took  place  atter  these  instruments 
were  executed;  for  it  appears  that  liquors  were  supplied  by 
Myers  k  Company  after  this  settlement,  and  for  which  Selden 
made  some  payments;  and  this  account,  it  appears,  was  not 
adjusted  and  balanced  when  the  property  was  advertised  for 
sale,  and  there  was  some  controversy  about  it.    The  deposi- 
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tions  of  these  witnesses  were  taken  many  years  after  the  insttu- 
ments  of  writing  were  executed,  and  aner  these  conversations 
are  supposed  to  have  passed,  and  the  accuracy  of  their  recol- 
lection in  such  a  matter  can  hardlv  be  relied  on  as  to  time  or 
language ;  and  they,  as  well  as  Selden,  who  is  an  unlettered 
man,  and  incapable  of  keeping  accounts,  and  who  does  not 
appear  to  have  had  an}'  regular  books  kept  by  a  clerk,  would 
most  likely  have  but  a  coumsed  recollection  of  these  conversa- 
tions, and  mijght,  without  any  evil  intention,  confound  what 
hsA  been  saia  in  relation  to  dealings  subse<}uent  to  the  note 
with  conversations  which  passed  at  the  time  it  was  executed.    . 

And  this  view  of  the  subject  is  strengthened  by  the  fiEu^t,  that 
although  Selden  states  in  his  bill  that  he  had  a  settlement  with 
the  company  of  all  accounts  at  that  time  standing  unsettled  be- 
tween him  and  the  firm,  he  does  not  state  that  nothing  was 
found  due  from  him  on  that  settlement,  nor  does  he  say  that 
the  balance  against  him,  if  any,  was  paid.  His  statement  of  a 
settlement  is  no  doubt  true;  but  it  is  evident* from  the  testi- 
mony that,  upon  that  settlement,  the  sum  claimed  by  Lawrence 
Myers  &  Company  was  found  to  be  due,  and  the  note  and  deed 
given  to  secure  it 

We  see  no  reason,  therefore,  for  disturbing  the  decision  of 
the  Circuit  Court  dismissing  the  bill;  and  the  decree  must  be 
aiflirmedy  with  costs. 


JoHV  K.  Ahl,  Appbllant,  v.  Boswbll  B.  Johvsov. 

Where  there  wae  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  lot  of  ground,  partlj  on  time,  and  the 
sendee  entered  into  possession;  and  the  vendor  did  not  formallj  demand  the 
payment  of  the  balance  when  dne,  but  merely  said  he  was  ready  to  make  a  deed 
when  the  money  was  paid;  and  after  the  time  of  payment  had  elapsed,  the  Tea> 
dee  made  a  tender  of  the  snm  dne,  which  the  vendor  reftised  to  receive;  theea 
and  other  circumstances  show  that  time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  eontraflt, 
and  the  vendee  was  entitled  to  relief  npon  a  bill  for  a  specific  petformanee  of  th« 
contract. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territoiy 
0f  Minnesota. 

It  was  a  bill  filed  by  Ahl,  under  the  circumstanoeB  stated  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Cboper  for  the  appellant,  and  Mr. 
Bradley  for  the  appellee. 

The  prindpal  point  in  the  case  was,  whether  time  was  of 
the  essence  of  the  coniTAot     Mr.  Oocper  contended  that  ii 
not: 
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m.  Because  time  in  this  case  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract,  as  is  manifest  from  the  contract  itself,  as  well  as  from 
the  condaet  of  the  defendant,  in  demanding  the  residne  of  the 
monej  since  the  exhibition  of  his  bill  by  the  said  complainant, 
without  ever  pretending  that  he  had  a  right  to  rescind  the  con* 
tract,  or  re-enter  into  possession  of  the  said  premises.  (See 
pages  13,  16,  and  17.  Taylor  t;.  Longwood,  14  Pet.  R.,  174, 
176;  8  Hor.  Pa.  R.,  429,  488;  6  Wheat.,  628;  Wyson  v.  Mor* 
gan,  7  Yes.,  202 ;  Radcliffe  v.  Warrington,  12  Yes.,  826 ;  Irvine 
V.  Reminton,  2  Harris,  146;  Decomp  v.  Feay,  6  8.  and  R.,  828, 
826;  4  Adol.  and  EIUs,  699;  8  McLean,  148.) 

Mr.  BradUy  contended  that  the  parties  meant  to  make  Unu 
of  the  essence  of  the  contract :  1st.  because  of  the  stipnlatione 
in  respect  to  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money.  2d.  Because 
of  the  purposes  contemplated  in  the  sale,  &c. 

lY.  It  was  competent  for  the  parties  to  make  time  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract;  and  if  that  intention  clearly  appears, 
a  court  of  equity  will  not  assist  him  who  is  in  default  (Bug- 
den  oh  Yendors,  ch.  8,  sec.  8,  pi.  82  to  86  inclusive;  see  Note 
2  to  Ilarrington  v.  Wheeler,  4  Yes.,  689 ;  see  cases  collected 
in  note  (a)  same  case,  p.  686,  American  notes;  Lloyd  v.  Col- 
lett,  4  Bro.  Oh.,  469,  and  American  notes.) 

Y.  The  facts  that  he  went  into  possession  and  improved  the 
Toperty,  and  paid  part  of  the  purchase-money,  do  not  relieve 
im  from  his  default,  if  time  was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 
Nor  do  they  aid  in  arriving  at  the  intent  of  the  parties. 


I!- 

h: 


Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Oourt  of  the  Torritofj 
^f  Minnesota,  in  a  suit  in  chancery  to  compel  a  specific  per> 
formance  of  a  written  contract  to  convey  a  certain  parcel  of 
Imid  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  situated  in  the 
Tillage  of  Stillwater,  and  county  of  Washington,  in  that  Ter- 
ritory. The  bill  was  presented  to  the  district  judge  at  cham- 
bers, in  the  first  place,  where  an  order  was  passed  for  an  injunc- 
tion, and  it  was  then  duly  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
District  Oourt,  and  on  the  same  day  the  writ  of  injunction  was 
issued,  returnable  to  the  District  Oourt  at  the  May  term  next 
ensuing,  and  was  duly  served  on  the  respondent.  On  the  29tb 
day  of  N'ovember,  1851,  the  respondent,  by  his  solicitors,  filed 
his  answer  to  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  on  the  80th  day  of 
June,  1852,  the  complainant  filed  the  general  replication,  and 
teirtimony  was  subsequently  taken  by  both  parties,  under  a  reg- 
ular oommission  issued  in  pursuance  of  the  order  of  the  oourt 
After  the  testimony  was  taken,  the  temporary  injunction 
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diesolved,  and  the  cause  was  set  down  for  hearing  on  the  6th 
day  of  October,  1863,  upon  bill,  answer,  replication,  and  proofe; 
and  after  the  hearing,  the  District  Court  decided  in  favor  of  the 
complainant,  and  entered  a  final  decree  against  the  respondent 
for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  set  fortn  in  the 
bill  of  complaint.  An  appeal  was  taken  by  the  respondent  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory,  and  the  Supreme  Court, 
at  the  January  term,  1856,  reversea  the  decree  of  tiie  District 
Court,  and  entered  a  final  decree  against  the  complainant, 
dismissing  the  bill,  with  costs;  whereupon,  the  complainant 
appealed  to  this  court. 

A  brief  statement  of  the  pleadings  will  be  sufficient  to  give 
a  clear  view  of  the  nature  of  the  controversy  between  the  par- 
ties to  the  suit  On  the  part  of  the  complainant,  it  is  alleged 
that  the  re8i>ondent,  being  seized  in  fee  simple  of  the  parcel 
of  land  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  entered  into  a  treaty 
with  the  complainant  for  the  purchase  of  the  same  on  the  15ta 
day  of  June,  1850,  for  the  pnce  of  one  hundred  and  ninety 
dollars,  with  interest,  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  day  of  May,  1851, 
and  that  he  agreed  to  accept  that  sum  for  the  consideration; 
and  that  an  agreement  in  writing  was  entered  into  between 
them  to  that  effect,  and  the  bill  of  complaint  sets  forth  the 
agreement,  which  is  of  that  date,  and  is  signed  and  sealed  by 
the  parties.  By  that  agreement,  the  respondent  contracted  to 
sell  and  convey  the  premises  by  deed  of  warranty,  provided 
the  complainant  should  pay  him  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty-five  dollars  on  the  1st  day  of  October  then  next,  or  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  and  niue^^  dollars  by  the  1st  day  of  May, 
1851,  and  the  complainant  agreed  to  purchase  and  pay  for  the 
premises  in  the  manner,  and  to  the  amount  specified.  They 
also  thereby  mutually  agreed  to  build  a  whan  suitable  for  a 
steamboat  landing — ^the  complainant  on  the  land  contracted  for, 
and  the  respondent  on  his  lot  adjoining — and  it  was  stipulated 
between  them  that  either  party  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  com- 
mence the  building  of  the  wharf  on  his  own  lot,  but  neither 
was  to  be  obliged  to  continue  or  complete  it,  unless  the  other 
upon  notice  did  the  same  in  a  reasonaole  time.  And  the  com- 
plainant further  alleges  that  the  respondent  delivered  up  the 
possession  of  the  premises  to  him  about  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  agreement,  and  that  he  has  ever  since  remained  in 
the  occupation  of  the  same;  that  he  paid  the  respondent  sixty 
dollars  on  the  2d  day  of  July,  1850,  in  part  performanee  of  the 
aftreement;  and  the  responaent,  on  the  7th  day  of  September, 
I86O1  endorsed  on  the  agreement  thirty  dollars  and  thirty-three 
otnts  more,  in  part  performance  of  the  same,  bein^  the  amomt 
awarded  to  him  as  damages  under  a  refeFenoel>eilween  II10 
VOL.  xz.  88 
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parties  of  a  claim  he  presented  a^inst  the  respondent  on  ao- 
count  of  a  misrepresentation  made  by  him,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  agreement,  m  respect  to  the  western  bound- 
ary of  the  land;  and  that  since  he  entered  into  the  possession 
of  the  premises,  under  the  agreement,  he  has  laid  out  large 
sums  of  money  upon  the  land,  in  erecting  a  valuable  dwelling- 
house,  and  in  making  other  improvements  thereon ;  and  that 
he  has  tendered  to  the  respondent  the  whole  sum  of  the  balance 
of  the  purchase-money,  with  the  interest,  and  has  always  been 
ready  and  willing  to  perform  the  agreement  on  his  part,  ac- 
cording to  its  terms,  upon  having  a  proper  title  made  out,  and 
a  proper  conveyance  executed  to  him  ot  the  premises  therein 
described ;  and  that  he  has  demanded  the  deed  of  the  respond- 
ent, and  he  had  hoped  that  he  would  specifically  perform  his 
part  of  the  agreement,  as  in  justice  and  equity  he  ought  to  do* 
And  the  bill  of  complaint  charges  that  the  respondent,  com- 
bining and  confederating  with  persons  unknown,  refuses  to 
perform  his  part  of  the  agreement,  and  at  times  falsely  pre- 
tends that  he  is  entitled  to  more  than  the  sum  stipulated  be- 
tween the  parties;  and  at  other  times,  that  the  complainant 
had  not  performed  his  part  of  the  agreement,  whereas  it  is 
alleged  he  has  performed  his  part  of  the  agreement,  and  that 
the  respondent  is  entitled  to  no  more  than  the  balance  due 
and  unpaid  of  the  sum  stipulated,  and  the  interest  thereon, 
and  that  the  whole  of  that  sum,  with  interest,  is  now  ready 
and  unproductive  in  the  hands  of  the  complainant;  and  that 
he  is  seriously  embarrassed  and  injured  by  reason  of  not  hav- 
ing a  good  and  sufficient  title  to  the  premises,  which  is  contrary 
to  equity ;  and  the  complainant  prays  for  discovery  and  gen- 
eral relief,  and  that  the  respondent  may  be  decreed  specifically 
to  pertbrm  the  agreement  upon  being  paid  the  balance  so  due, 
with  interest,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  respondent 
from  conveying,  transferring,  or  in  any  manner  disposing  of 
liie  title  to  the  premises. 

The  answer  admits  that  the  fee  simple  title  was  in  the  re- 
spondent at  the  time  mentioned,  and  that  there  was  a  negotia- 
tion between  the  parties  respecting  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
the  premises,  and  that  the  agreement  was  made  and  executed 
at  the  time  it  bears  date,  and  that  the  complainant  paid  the 
Bum  of  sixty  dollars,  as  alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  but  ex- 
pressly denies  that  the  respondent  delivered  the  possession  of 
the  same  to  the  complainant,  or  that  he  ever  consented  to  his 
takine  the  possession  in  any  manner,  as  is  stated,  unless  he 
should  pay  the  i  urchase-money,  with  interest,  except  and  save 
fpr  the  purpose  of  building  the  wharf;  and  the  answer  also 
4ieuie8  that  any  misrepresentation  was  made  respecting  the. 
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wesieni  boundary  of  the  lot,  or  that  the  respondent  ever  ad- 
mitted that  he  made  it,  as  is  charged  in  the  bill,  or  that  the 
complainant  was  ever  injured  by  any  representation  made  by 
him  in  that  behalf,  though  the  answer  admits  that  the  com- 
plainant did  express  some  dissatisfaction  with  that  boundary, 
and  that  for  the  purpose  of  cultivating  and  sustaining  friendly 
relations  with  him,  as  a  citizen  and  neighbor,  in  the  same  com- 
munity where  they  resided,  he  did  a^ree  to  refer  the  matter, 
whether  he  ought  to  make  any  deduction  from  the  price  agreed, 
and  that  the  referees  did  determine  that  he  shoula  deduct  the 
sum  of  thirty  dollars  and  thirty-three  cents  from  the  same; 
and  he  further  admits,  that  the  complainant  has  made  improve- 
ments upon  the  premises  by  erecting  a  dwelling-house  thereon, 
which  has  greatly  enhanced  the  value  of  the  same,  but  he  denies 
that  any  improvements  were  ever  made  bv  his  consent,  or  that 
the  complainant  had  any  rieht  to  make  them,  and  also  denies 
every  allegation  in  the  bill  that  the  complainant  was  evei  ready 
and  willing  to  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement,  or  that  he 
has  performed  or  ever  offered  to  perform  the  same.  On  the 
contrary,  the  answer  avers  the  fact  to  be,  that  at  the  time  the 
purchase-money  became  due  and  payable,  he  called  upon  the 
complainant,  and  demanded  of  him  the  sum  due,  and  told  him 
he  was  ready  and  willing  to  execute  and  deliver  to  him  the  deed^ 
upon  being  paid  the  balance  of  the  money,  which  he  refused 
to  pay,  alleging  as  an  excuse  that  he  had  not  the  means.  And 
it  is  further  averred,  that  the  respondent  at  different  times,  af- 
terwards, called  upon  the  complainant,  and  informed  him  of 
his  ability  and  readiness  to  deliver  the  deed  upon  being  so 
paid,  and  urged  the  payment,  which  was  refused  on  every  oc- 
casion when  the  demand  was  made ;  and  the  respondent  says 
he  has  suitered  great  pecuniary  embarrassment  and  injury  m 
his  business,  from  the  refusal  of  the  complainant  to  perform 
his  part  of  the  agreement.  He  admits,  however,  that  the  so- 
licitor of  the  complainant,  on  or  about  the  first  dav  of  Novem- 
ber, 1851,  did  demand  the  deed  of  him,  and  offered  to  pay  him 
a  sum  of  money  which  the  solicitor  informed  him  was  th^ 
balance  of  tlie  sum  of  one  hundred  and  ninety  dollars  and  in- 
terest at  seven  per  cent. ;  but  what  sura  of  money  was  so  ot 
fered  he  dues  not  know,  nor  whether  that  money  is  now  ready 
in  the  hands  of  the  complainant  and  unproductive,  but  he  does 
not  believe  such  to  be  the  fact;  and  he  denies  all  manner  of 
fraud,  combination,  and  confederacy. 

There  is  not  much  dispute  about  the  facts  of  the  case,  whether 
we  look  to  the  testimony  on  the  one  side  or  the  other.  The 
aKreemeut  was  admitted  in  the  answer,  and  was  made,  as  19 
aOeged  in  the  bill,  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  June,  1850,  and  it  is 
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fully  proved  that  the  complainant  shortly  after  entered  into 
the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  has  continued  in  the  pos- 
session  of  the  same  to  the  present  time,  and  there  is  not  an 
intimation  in  the  proofs  exhibited  in  the  case  that  the  respond- 
ent ever  demanded  the  surrender  of  the  premises,  or  that  he 
ever  manifested  any  intention  to  rescind  the  agreement,  except 
so  £Eir  as  it  arises  from  his  refusal  on  the  first  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1851,  to  accept  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  when  it  waa 
tendered  to  him  by  the  solicitor  of  the  complainant.  On  the 
contrary,  it  appears  from  his  own  witness,  William  H.  Morse, 
'  that  in  the  fall  of  1851  he  requested  payment  of  the  balance 
then  due  and  unpaid ;  and  when  the  complainant  replied  to 
his  request,  that  ne  had  a  good  many  debts  out,  and  as  soon 
as  he  could  collect  the  money  he  would  settle  up  with  him,  he 
told  the  complainant  he  was  ready  to  make  him  a  deed  when- 
ever  he  was  paid  the  balance  dae  on  the  lot.  The  precise  time 
when  ithis  conversation  took  place  does  not  appear;  but  the 
witness  says  he  was  in  the  employment  of  the  respondent  from 
the  twentieth  day  of  October  to  the  eighteenth  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1851,  and  that  within  that  time  he  heard  the  respondent 
ask  the  complainant  two  or  three  times  for  the  balance  due  on 
that  lot,  and  it  was  in  some  one  of  those  conversations  that  he 
told  the  complainant  that  he  was  ready  to  make  the  deed 
whenever  the  balance  was  paid ;  and  we  infer  from  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witness,  though  it  is  not  very  clearly  expressed 
in  the  deposition,  that  the  last  interview  between  the  parties, 
when  that  remark  was  repeated,  must  have  taken  place  only 
a  few  days  before  the  tender  was  made  by  the  solicitor  of  the 
complainant.  Whether  so  or  not,  it  is  plain,  as  well  from  the 
language  of  the  request  as  from  that  employed  by  the  respond- 
ent in  reply  to  the  reasons  assigned  by  the  complainant,  why 
he  could  not  make  the  payment  as  requested;  that  the  object 
of  the  respondent  on  the  occasion  was  more  to  hasten  the  ac- 
tion of  the  complainant,  and  prompt  him  to  an  early  compli- 
auce,  than  to  make  any  formal  demand  of  the  money  with  the 
view  to  terminate  the  agreement,  or  to  impair  the  right  of  th# 
complainant  to  make  the  payment  at  a  future  time.  JBuch,  un- 
questionably, was  the  impression  that  the  conversation  at  the 
interview  was  calculated  to  produce  upon  the  mind  of  the  com- 
plainant; and  considering  all  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  interview  took  place,  and  the  relation  of  the  parties  to  each 
other  in  respect  to  the  matter  now  in  controversy,  we  think  it 
was  the  only  reasonable  construction  which  could  be  put  upon 
(he  language  used  by  the  respondent,  consistent  with  fiur  deal- 
ing  on  bis  part,  and  rectitude  of  intention;  and  that  view  of 
fte  conversation  derives  strong  confirmation  in  the  fiict  thait 
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fbe  deed  erabBequetitly  tendered  to  the  complainant  had  not 
then  been  prepared,  and  no  allusion  was  made  to  a  conveyance 
on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  except  in  connection  with  the 
promise  of  the  complainant  to  settle  and  make  the  payment  aa 
soon  as  he  could  collect  the  means. 

Nothing  further  transpired  between  the  parties,  in  respect  to 
the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy,  till  after  the  tender  was 
made  by  the  solicitor  of  the  complainant.  There  is  not  a  word 
of  proof,  other  than  what  has  been  mentioned,  that  has  the 
least  tendency  to  show  that  the  respondent,  prior  to  the  tender 
made  hj  the  complainant,  ever  formally  demanded  the  pa^* 
ment  of  the  sum  due  as  is  alleged  in  the  answer,  or  ever  noti* 
fied  the  complainant,  or  even  intimated  to  him  that  he  should 
insist  upon  a  rescission  of  the  agreement,  unless  the  pavment 
was  made  at  the  time,  or  in  the  manner  specified,  or  that  he 
ever  expressed  so  much  as  a  wish  that  the  possession  of  the 
premises  should  be  surrendered  up  because  the  payment  had 
not  been  made,  or  in  any  manner  signified  to  the  complainant 
that  he  was  unwilling  that  he  should  remain  in  possession,  and 
continue  his  occupation  and  improvement  of  the  same,  as  he 
had  done,  throughout  nearly  the  whole  period  after  the  agree- 
ment was  made.  The  proo&  are  clear  and  full  that  the  com- 
plainant entered  into  the  possession  shortly  aft;er  the  agreement 
was  made,  and  that  he  had  built  a  valuable  dwelling-house  on 
the  premises,  and  if  the  wharf  was  not  completed,  ne  had  at 
least  commenced  the  building,  and  made  considerable  pro- 
ves in  the  work,  and  had  otherwise  made  expenditures  in 
levelling  and  grading  the  grounds,  and  in  various  ways  had 
greatly  improved  the  premises  and  enhanced  their  value,  and 
wat  all  these  improvements  had  been  carried  forward  at  large 
expense,  while  the  respondent  resided  in  the  same  village,  and 
under  circumstances  which  show,  beyond  controversy,  that  he 
must  have  had  full  knowledge  of  their  progress,  and  daily  op- 

Sortunities  to  have  manifested  his  dissent  u  he  had  desired  to 
o  so,  or  if  such  had  been  his  intention ;  and  yet,  he  never  ex- 
pressed the  slightest  dissatisfaction  while  the  works  were  pro- 
gressing, or  intimated  to  the  complainant,  so  far  as  appear^ 
that  in  case  he  failed  to  make  the  payment  at  the  time  specified 
in  the  agreement,  he  should  claim,  that  the  improvements 
had  been  made  of  his  own  wrong,  and  at  his  own  risk,  and 
without  any  liability, -on  his  part,  to  allow  any  compensation 
either  for  the  labor,  materials,  or  money  expended,  in  making 
them.  On  the  contrary,  he  suffered  the  improvements  to  eo 
on,  silendy  acquiescing  in  the  right  of  the  complainant  to  malDt 
them,  until  they  were  nearly  completed;  and  when  the  tender 
was  made  by  the  solieitor  of  the  complahiant,  and  he  found  te 
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could  no  longer  conceal  his  real  position  with  respect  to  the 
failure  to  make  the  payment  at  the  time  specified  in  the  agree«> 
ment,  he  then  declined  to  accept  the  money,  and  refused  to 
execute  the  deed. 

The  tender  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  was  made  by 
Frederick  R.  Bartlett,  nis  solicitor,  on  the  1st  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1851,  at  Stillwater,  where  the  land  is  situated,  and  in  the 
office  of  H.  L.  Morse,  the  solicitor  of  the  respondent    A  sum 
sufficient  to  pay  the  whole  balance  due,  with  interest,  waa 
formally  tendered  on  the  occasion,  and  the  deed  demanded, 
and  the  respondent  notified  that  the  sum  so  tendered  would 
be  always  in  readiness  to  be  paid  by  the  solicitor,  at  his  dwell- 
ing house  in  Stillwater,  where  both  parties  resided.    Accord- 
ing to  the  testimony  of  the  solicitor,  the  respondent  reihsed  to 
accept  the  money,  and  got  up  and  went  out  of  the  office,  and 
did  not  take  it,  and  did  not  offer  to  execute  a  deed;  and  it 
does  not  appear  that  he  gave  any  explanation  whatever,  as  to 
the  grounds  of  his  refusal.    His  omission  to  explain  why  he 
refused  to  accept  the  mone^,  which,  not  many  days  before,  he 
had  requested  the  complainant  to  pay,  indicates  an  inconsist- 
ency in  his  acts  not  altogether  reconcilable  with  the  idea  that 
the  previous  reauest  for  payment  had  been  made  in  ^ood  faith, 
or  at  a  time  and  under  circumstances  when  he  either  antici- 
pated or  desired  that  the  complainant  might  be  able  to  obtain 
the  money  to  comply  with  the  re<]^uest;  and  it  is  calculated 
also  to  throw  some  li^ht  upon  his  subsequent  conduct,  in 
selecting  a  moment  to  demand  the  money  and  tender  the  deed 
to  the  complainant,  when  there  is  much  reason  to  think  that 
he  must  have  known  that  a  compliance  could  not  be  expected^ 
on  account  of  the  absence  of  the  solicitor,  in  whose  hands  the 
money  was  deposited.    He  was  then  reminded  by  the  com- 
plainant that  the  money  had  been  deposited  with  his  solicitor,^ 
and  informed  that  he  was  absent,  and  told  that  he  must  wait 
until  the  solicitor  returned.    These  facts  are  established  by  the 
testimony  of  several  witnesses  introduced  by  the  respondent,, 
and  it  is  worthy  of  remark,  that  this  attempt  to  demand  the 
money  and  tender  the  deed  was  not  made  till  more  than  a  year 
after  the  bill  was  filed,  and  nearly  six  months  after  the  respond* 
ent  had  formally  answered  to  the  suit     It  occurred  at  the 
dwelling-house  of  the  complainant  on  the  premises;  and  it  ap- 
pears, from  the  testimony  of  Elijah  A.  Bissell,  that  the  respond- 
ent called  upon  the  complainant  at  the  time  mentioned,  and 
told  him  that  he  understood  that  he,  the  complainant,  had  a 
sum  of  money  for  him  on  the  account  of  the  lot,  and  that  he 
was  ready  to  give  him  a  deed  of  the  premises,  upon  the  receipt 
of  the  money  which  he  then  demanded,  and  called  the  witness 
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lo  notice  the  Bame,  and  the  witness  put  a  private  mark  on  the 
deed,  which  is  annexed  to  his  deposition,  and  makes  a  part  of 
the  case.  According  to  the  testimony  of  that  witness,  tlie 
complainant  said  that  the  money  which  he  was  supposed  to 
have,  had  been  paid  away,  but  the  witness  admits  that  he  re- 
ferred to  the  money  deposited  with  his  solicitor,  as  that  which 
was  designed  to  pay  the  respondent. 

Three  days  afterwards  the  same  thing  was  repeated,  when 
the  complainant  was  called  into  the  office  of  the  solicitor  of  the 
respondent,  unattended  by  any  friend  or  legal  adviser,  and  a 
second  demand  was  made  of  him  for  the  money,  and  the  same 
deed  was  again  tendered.  His  explanation  on  this  last  occa- 
sion, as  given  in  the  testimony  produced  by  the  respondent,  is 
full  and  satisfactory,  and  we  refer  to  it  as  affording  a  perfect 
solution  of  the  whole  transaction.  After  the  demand  was 
made,  he  replied  that  he  could  not  pay  the  money,  as  he  had 
not  enough  to  pay  his  taxes;  that  he  had  left  the  money  with 
his  solicitor,  who  had  once  tendered  it  to  the  respondent,  and 
that  he  ought  then  to  have  taken  it;  that  his  solicitor  was  now 
away  from  home,  and  the  respondent  must  wait  until  he  re- 
turned. Three  depositions  were  taken  by  the  respondent  to 
establish  this  last  demand,  and  each  of  the  witnesses  proves  the 
substance  of  this  explanation,  and  we  think  it  is  not  of  a  char- 
acter to  require  any  extended  comment,  as  the  transaction 
speaks  its  own  construction.  More  than  a  year  before  that 
demand  was  made,  the  complainant  had  tendered  the  money 
to  the  resTiondent^  and  deposited  it  in  the  hands  of  his  solicitor, 
and  notiiied  the  respondent  that  it  would  always  be  in  readi- 
ness to  be  paid  whenever  he  would  accept  it;  and  he  well 
knew  that  he  had  never  asked  for  it,  or  m  any  manner  signi- 
fied his  willingness  either  to  receive  the  money  or  to  execute 
the  deed.  These  considerations  furnish  a  complete  answer  to 
any  supposed  defence  upon  that  ground,  wholly  irrespective  of 
any  question  which  might  otherwise  arise,  involving  the  recti- 
tude of  the  transaction,  or  the  motives  of  those  who  were  con- 
cerned in  makiuj^  the  demand,  and  consequently  remove  all 
necessity  for  any  farther  remarks  upon  this  branch  of  the  case. 
Looking  to  the  whole  evidence,  we  think  it  is  satis&ctorily 
proved  that  more  than  half  of  the  consideration  was  paid  in 
advance  of  the  time  when  it  fell  due ;  that  valuable  im- 
provements were  made  on  the  premises  by  the  complainant, 
under  the  agreement;  and  that  the  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises was  continued  by  him  after  the  time  elapsed  for  pay- 
ment, with  the  knowledge  and  approbation  of  the  respondent, 
which,  in  some  cases,  has  been  held  sufficient  of  itself  to 
entitle  the  party  to  relief,  where,  in  all  other  respects,  it 
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appeared  that  he  was  without  faalt     (Waters  v»  Travis,  9 
John.,  466.| 

Suppose  it  were  otherwise ;  it  can  make  no  difference  in  this 
case,  as  it  also  appears,  and  the  proof  on  this  point  is  equally 
satisfactory,  that  the  tender  of  the  balance  of  the  purchase- 
money  was  duly  made  while  the  complainant  was  in  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  under  the  agreement,  and  before  any  act 
had  been  done  by  the  respondent  disaffirming  it,  or  any  notice 
or  intimation  given  by  him  that  he  did  not  intend  to  insist 
upon  its  performance.  Readiness  to  perform  is  distinctly 
aUeged  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  is  as  distinctly  denied  in 
the  answer,  and  therefore  it  becomes  important  to  inquire  how 
the  fact  was,  according  to  the  evidence  in  the  case.  What 
occurred  between  the  parties,  in  respect  to  the  delay  which 
had  ensued  prior  to  the  interview  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the 
complainant,  does  not  appear  bv  the  testimony  on  either  side, 
and  consequently  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that,  so  &r  as 
that  period  is  concerned,  it  was  not  the  subject  of  dispute ;  and 
it  seems  quite  probable  that  it  had  been  arranged  by  mutual 
consent.  That  such  was  the  &ct,  though  not  directly  proved, 
is  clearly  inferable,  as  well  from  the  conduct  as  the  conversa- 
tion of  the  parties  at  the  time  the  interview  took  place.  They 
met  at  the  time  in  a  friendly  way,  and  the  respondent  asked 
for  the  money,  and  in  turn  the  complainant  asked  for  some 
forbearance  till  he  could  collect  the  means;  and  apparently  it 
was  granted,  without  objection  or  any  imputation  of  any  prior 
remissness.  TSo  demand  was  made  of  the  money,  or  any  in- 
timation given,  that  if  it  was  not  paid  immediately,  the  delay 
would  be  regarded  in  any  manner  as  impairing  the  right  of  the 
complainant  to  make  it  at  any  time,  it  was  a  mere  ordinary 
l*eque8t  of  a  creditor  to  a  debtor,  and  embraced  not  only  what 
was  due  on  the  agreement,  but  also  a  balance  due  on  account, 
and  was  not  intended  as  anything  more  than  an  offer  to  settle 
and  a  request  for  payment,  which  applied  quite  as  much  to  the 
account  as  to  the  agreement;  and  there  is  good  reason  to  infer 
that  the  respondent  himself  had  not  been  ready  to  execute  the 
title  prior  to  that  time,  as  he  took  occasion  to  inform  the  com* 
plainant  that  he  was  ready  to  make  the  deed  when  he  waa 
paid ;  whereas,  if  the  business  had  been  delayed,  contrary  to  hia 
wishes,  there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for  that  notifica* 
tion.  However  that  may  have  been,  the  circumstances  we 
think  abundantly  show  that  the  delay,  prior  to  that  time,  was 
not  the  subject  of  complaint;  and  therefore  it  is  dismissed 
from  any  &rther  consideration.  Time  may  be,  and  often  is, 
of  the  essence  of  a  contract  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  real 
property,  so  that  courts  of  equity  will  not  interfere  in  bflhalf 
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(rf  either  party*^  It  may  be  made  so  by  express  stipalations  of 
the  parties,  or  it  may  arise  bv  implication  from  the  natare  of 
the  property,  or  the  avowed  objects  of  the  seller  or  purchaser; 
and  even  when  it  is  not  so,  expressly  or  impliedly,  if  the  party 
seeking  redress  has  been  guilty  of  gross  laches,  or  has  been 
inexcusably  negligent  in  performing  the  contract  on  his  part» 
or  if  there  has,  in  the  mean  time,  been  a  material  change  in  the 
circumstances  affecting  the  rights,  interests,  or  obligations  of 
the  parties,  in  all  such  cases  courts  of  equity  will  m  general 
refuse  to  decree  a  specific  performance,  upon  thd  plain  ground 
that  it  would  be  inequitable  and  unjust.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  general  doctrine  on  this  point  is  expressed  in  the  maxim, 
''that  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  a  contract  in  equity; ''  and 
except  in  cases  like  those  already  mentioned,  or  in  those  of  a 
kindred  character,  courts  of  equity,  as  a  general  rule,  have 
always  claimed  and  exercised  the  right  to  decree  specific  per- 
formance of  agreements,  in  respect  to  the  purchase  and  sale 
of  real  property,  in  their  discretion,  and  usually  to  a  more  lib- 
eral extent  in  favor  of  purchasers  than  those  who  contract  to 
sell  such  properties.  (Taylor  v.  Longwood,  14  Pet,  174;  2 
Stoir's  Eq.  Jur.,  sec.  7t1  to  776;  Adams  Eq.,  ch.  2,  p.  268.) 

The  autnorities  cited  will  sufiice  for  the  present  occasion,  as 
the  cause  depends  very  much  upon  the  facts  exhibited  by  the 
parties,  and  upon  certain  obvious  principles  of  justice  and 
equity,  universally  admitted  wherever  courts  of  equitv  exist. 
There  was  no  negligence  or  delay  of  performance  on  the  part 
of  the  complainant  prior  to  the  tender  of  the  money  on  the  Ist 
day  of  November,  1851,  except  what  is  reasonably  and  satia- 
fiactorily  accounted  for  on  the  ground  of  acquiescence  or  waiver 
on  the  part  of  the  respondent;  and  after  that  time  the  fiskult 
was  entirely  his  own,  and  neither  the  rules  of  common  jnstioe ' 
nor  equity  will  allow  him  to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong. 
He  can  derive  no  benefit  from  his  subsequent  attempt  to  ten- 
der the  deed,  as  it  was  then  too  late  to  impair  the  rignt  of  the 
complainant  to  insist  upon  performance;  and  we  attach  no 
importance  whatever  to  his  demand  of  the  mone^,  as  he  well 
knew  at  the  time  that  the  amount  was  deposited  in  the  hands 
of  the  solicitor  of  the  complainant,  and  tnat  he  could  have  it 
the  moment  he  returned. 

It  is  a  case  of  clear  equity  on  the  part  of  the  complainant. 
He  has  been  guilty  of  no  negligence  or  fraud,  and  he  was  ad- 
mitted  into  possession  of  the  premises  under  the  agreementi 
and  sufiTered  to  make  valuable  improvements,  without  any  no- 
tioe  to  desist;  and  now,  when  he  cannot  be  made  whole  in  anj 
other  way,  it  is  his  right  to  insist  that  the  agreement  shoola 
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be  performed,  and  a  court  of  equity  is  the  proper  tribunal  to 
enK>rce  his  right. 

On  the  whole  case,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  Supreme 
Gourt  of  the  Territory  of  Minnesota  erred  in  the  order  and 
decree  made  in  this  cause.  The  decree,  therefore,  of  that  court 
is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings, 
with  directions  to  enter  a  decree  aflirming  the  decree  of  the 
District  Court,  with  costs. 


Dayib  Mobbland,  Plahttiff  in  Ebbob,  v.  Jbbbmiah  Pagi. 

This  court  has  not  jarisdictioii,  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  judiciaij  act^ 
to  review  the  judgment  of  a  State  court,  where  the  question  involTcd  merelj 
related  to  the  proper  boundary  between  two  tracts  of  land,  although  the  owners 
of  both  had  valid  grants  from  the  United  States. 

This  case  was  brought  up  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State  of  Iowa,  by  a  wnt  of  error  issued  under  the  twenty-fifih 
section  of  the  judiciary  act. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Badger  and  Mr.  Oarlisle  for  the  plaintifl 
in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Bradley  for  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  OBIER  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
In  a  court  which  is  not  bound  by  law  to  ignore  all  species 
of  actions,  and  use  only  the  generic  name,  this  would  be  called 
an  action  of  ejectment.  Plaintiff's  statement  alleges  that  ^*he 
,  18  owner  of  certain  adjoining  quarter  sections  of  land,  and  that 
'  the  northern  boundar}'  thereof  is  a  line  surveyed  by  Joel  Baily, 
as  per  diagram  annexed,  and  that  plaintiff  claims  the  line  A  J3 
to  be  the  true  line,  while  defendant  claims  that  the  line  C  D  is 
the  proper  line  between  them.  The  defendant,  by  his  plea  or 
answer,  denies  that  A  B  is  the  true  line,  and  avers  that  C  D  is. 
On  this  issue  the  parties  went  to  trial  without  a  jury,  and  the 
court  decided  in  favor  of  plaintiff.  But,  on  appeal  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Iowa,  the  judgment  below  was  reversed,  and 
judgment  entered  for  defendant,  establishing  the  line  C  D  as 
the  true  line  between  the  respective  patents,  according  to  a  sur- 
vey made  by  Edward  James,  ^'a  copy  of  a  plat  of  which  is  on 
file  in  tho  case,  from  the  original  deposited  in  the  office  of  the 
surveyor  general." 

We  have  searched  this  record  in  vain  to  discover  any  author- 
ity for  this  court  to  assert  its  jurisdiction  to  review,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  State  court  under  the  power  granted  by  the  twenig^ 
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Afth  sectiou  of  the  judiciary  act.  The  record  does  not  shon 
ibat  it  draws  in  <mestion  any  treaty,  statute,  or  authority,  ezep- 
cised  under  the  United  States ;  or  the  validity  of  any  Btate 
$tatute,  for  repugnancy  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States ; 
or  the  construction  of  an^  clause  of  the  Constitution ;  or  of  a 
treaty  or  statute  commission  held  under  the  United  States.  It 
is  a,  mere  question  of  boundary  between  two  neighbors,  both 
admitted  to  have  valid  grants  from  the  United  States.  It  is  a 
question  of  fact,  depending  on  monuments  to  be  found  on  the 
ground,  documents  in  the  land  office,  or  the  opinion  of  experts 
or  surveyors  appointed  by  the  court  or  the  parties.  If  the 
accident  to  the  controversy  that  both  parties  claim  title  under 
the  United  States  should  be  considered  as  sufficient  to  bring  it 
within  our  jurisdiction,  then  every  controversy  involving  the 
title  to  such  lands,  whether  it  involve  the  inheritance,  parti- 
tion, devise,  or  sale  of  it,  may,  with  eaual  propriety,  be  subject 
to  the  examination  of  this  court  in  all  time  to  come. 

This  question  is  not  new;  it  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Mc- 
Donough  V.  Millaudon,  8  How.,  698,  where  this  court  refused 
to  entertain  jurisdiction  to  review  the  judgment  of  a  State 
court,  ascertaining  the  boundaries  between  complete  grants 
under  the  French  Government,  as  it  did  not  call  in  question 
either  the  construction  or  the  validity  of  the  trea^,  or  the  title 
to  the  land  held  under  it.  (See  also  ]^ennedy  v.  Hunt  7  How.. 
698.) 

It  is  therefore  ordered  that  this  case  be  dismissed-  for  want 
of  jurisdiction. 


Enbas  McFaul,  PLAiNxiFr  in  Ebbob,  o.  Jambs  C.  Bahsit. 


Where  the  onlj  bills  of  exception  were  to  the  refoeal  of  the  court  to  grant  ft  < 
tinoance  and  change  the  renne,  the  judgment  of  the  conn  below  mnet  be  affirmedi 
aa  theee  matters  are  not  the  subjects  of  review  bj  this  court 

The  laws  of  Iowa  permitting  a  demurrer  onlj  when  the  petition  bj  a  fUr  and  nal- 
ural  construction  does  not  show  a  substantial  cause  of  action,  a  demurrer  to  pari 
of  the  petition  in  this  case  was  properly  overruled 

This  case  was  broasht  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Iowa. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argaed  by  Mr.  Beverdy  Johnson  and  Mr.  Beoerdy  John- 
mnL  jtm.j  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Norria  for  the 
defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  OBIEB  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
Bamsey,  the  plaintiff  below,  instituted  this  suit  in  theDfai- 
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trict  Ck>Qrt  of  the  United  States  for  the  dietrict  of  Iowa.  Th« 
parties  have  been  permitted  hj  that  court  to  frame  their  plead* 
mgs,  not  according  to  the  simple  and  established  fbrms  of 
action  in  courts  of  common  law,  but  according  to  a  system  of 
pleadings  and  practice  enacted  by  that  State  to  reflate  pro* 
ceedinfi:8  in  its  own  courts.  This  code  commences  oy  abolish* 
ing  ^^all  technical  forms  of  actions/'  prescribing  the  following 
curt  rules  for  all  cases,  whether  of  law  or  equity: 

^^  Any  pleading  which  i>os8es8es  the  following  requisites  shall 
be  deemed  sufficient: 

"1st.  When  to  the  common  understanding  it  conveys  a  rea^ 
fionable  certainty  of  meaning. 

"2d.  When,  by  a  fair  ana  natural  construction,  it  shows  • 
substantial  cause  of  action  or  defence. 

"  If  defective  in  the  first  of  the  above  particulars,  the  courts 
on  motion,  will  direct  a  more  specific  statement;  if  in  the  lat 
ter,  it  is  ground  of  demurrer." 

If  the  right  of  deciding  absolutely  and  finally  all  matters  in 
controversv  between  suitors  were  committed  to  a  single  tribu- 
nal, it  might  be  left  to  collect  the  nature  of  the  wrong  com- 
plained of,  and  the  remedy  sought,  from  the  allegations  of  the 
party  ore  ienuSy  or  in  any  other  manner  it  mi^ht  choose  to  adopt. 
But  the  common  law,  which  wisely  commits  the  decision  oi 
questions  of  law  to  a  court  supposed  to  be  learned  in  the  law, 
and  the  decision  of  the  facts  to  a  jury,  necessarily  requires  that 
the  contft)versy,  before  it  is  submitted  to  the  tribunal  having 
jurisdiction  of  it,  should  be  reduced  to  one  or  more  integrd 
propositions  of  law  or  fact;  hence  it  is  necessary  that  the  par- 
ties should  frame  the  allegations  which  they  respectively  make 
in  support  of  their  demand  or  defence  into  certain  writings 
veiled  pleadings.  These  should  clearly,  distinctly,  and  suc- 
cinctly, state  the  nature  of  the  wrong  complained  of,  the  remedy 
sought,  and  the  defence  set  up.  The  end  proposed  is  to  bring 
the  matter  of  litigation  to  one  or  more  points,  simple  and  un- 
ambiguous. At  one  time,  the  excessive  accuracy  required,  the 
subtletj^  of  distinctions  introduced  by  astute  logicians,  the  in- 
troduction of  cumbrous  forms,  fictions,  and  contrivances,  which 
seemed  only  to  perplex  the  investigation  of  truth,  had  brought 
the  system  of  special  pleading  into  deserved  disrepute,  not- 
withstanding the  assertion  of  Sir  William  Jones,  that  ''it  waa 
the  beet  logic  in  the  world,  except  mathematics.'  This  sys- 
tem is  said  to  have  come  to  its  perfection  in  the  reign  of  Ed- 
ward nL  But  in  more  modern  times  it  has  been  so  modified 
y  the  courts,  and  trimmed  of  its  excrescences,  the  pleadings 

everv  form  of  common-law  action  have  been  so  completely 

daeed  to  enmple,  clear,  and  unambigaoas  formsi  ^tint  the 
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moritB  of  a  caase  are  now  never  submerged  under  folios  of  spe* 
oial  demurrers,  alle^ng  errors  in  pleading,  which,  when  ais* 
oovered,  are  immediately  permitted  to  be  amended.  This  sys*^ 
tem,  matured  by  the  wisdom  of  ages,  founded  on  principles  of 
truth  and  sound  reason,  has  been  ruthlessly  abolished  in  many 
of  our  States,  who  have  rashly  substituted  in  its  place  the  sug* 
gestions  of  sciolists,  who  invent  new  codes  and  systems  of 
pleading  to  order.  But  this  attempt  to  abolish  all  species,  and 
establish  a  single  genus,  is  found  to  be  beyond  the  power  of 
legislative  omnipotence.  Thej  cannot  compel  the  human  mind 
not  to  distinguish  between  things  that  differ.  The  distinction 
between  the  different  forms  of  actions  for  different  wrongs,  re- 
quiring different  remedies,  lies  in  the  nature  of  things;  it  i» 
absolutely  inseparable  from  the  correct  administration  of  jus- 
tice in  common-law  courts. 

The  result  of  these  experiments,  so  &t  as  they  have  come  ta 
our  knowledge,  has  been  to  destroy  the  certainty  and  simplicity 
of  all  pleadings,  and  introduce  on  the  record  an  endless  wrangle 
in  writing,  perplexing  to  the  court,  delaying  and  impeding  flie 
administration  of  justice.  In  the  case  of  lutndon  v.  Toby,  (11 
Howard,  617,)  we  had  occasion  to  notice  the  operation  and  re- 
sult of  a  code  similar  to  that  of  Iowa.  In  a  simple  action  on 
a  promissory  note,  the  pleadings  of  which,  according  to  com- 
mon-law forms,  would  not  have  occupied  a  page,  they  were 
extended  to  over  twenty  pa^es,  requiring  two  years  of  wrangle, 
with  exceptions  and  specitu  demurrers,  before  an  issue  could 
be  formed  between  the  parties.  In  order  to  arrive  at  the  jus- 
tice of  the  case,  this  court  was  compelled  to  disregard  the  chaos 
of  pleadings,  and  eliminate  the  merits  of  the  case  from  a  con- 
ftissed  mass  otffty  special  demurrers  or  exceptions,  and  decide 
the  cause  without  regard  to  these  contrivances  to  delay  and 
impede  a  decision  of  the  real  controversy  between  the  parties. 
In  the  case  of  Bennet  v.  Butterworth,  (11  Howard,  667,^  origi- 
nating under  the  same  code,  the  court  were  unable  to  discover 
from  the  pleading  the  nature  of  action  or  of  the  remedy  sought. 
It  might,  with  equal  probability,  be  called  an  action  of  deb^  or 
4etinue,  or  replevin,  or  trover,  or  trespass,  or  a  bill  in  chan- 
cery. The  jury  and  the  court  below  seem  to  have  labored 
under  the  same  perplexity,  as  the  verdict  was  for  $1,200,  and 
the  judgment  for  four  negroes.  In  both  these  cases  this  court 
have  endeavored  to  impress  the  minds  of  the  judges  of  the  Dis- 
trict and  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  with  the  impro- 
priety of  permitting  these  experimental  codes  of  pleading  and 
practice  tp  be  inflicted  upon  them.  In  the  last-mentioned  case, 
me  Chief  Justice,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says: 
'*  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  has  reoogniseil  me  dit- 
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tinction  between  law  and  eqaity,  and  it  must  beobserved  in  the 
Federal  courts."  In  Louisiana,  where  the  civil  law  prevails, 
we  have  necessarilj  to  adopt  the  forms  of  action  inseparable 
from  the  system.  But  in  those  States  where  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  administer  the  common  law,  they  carmoi  adopt 
these  novel  inventions,  which  propose  to  amalgamate  law  and 
equity  by  enacting  a  hybrid  system  of  pleadings  unsuited  to 
the  aaministration  of  either. 

We  have  made  these  few  introductory  remarks  before  pro- 
ceeding to  notice  the  merits  of  the  controversy,  as  developed 
by  the  record,  in  order  that  the  bar  and  courts  of  the  United 
States  may  make  their  records  conform  to  these  views,  and 
not  call  upon  us  to  construe  new  codes  and  hear  special  de- 
murrers or  pleadings,  which  are  not  required  to  conform  to  anv 
system  founded  on  reason  and  experience.  To  test  such  plead- 
ings by  the  logical  reasoning  of  the  common  law,  after  requl* 
rine  the  party  to  disregard  all  forms  of  action  known  to  the  law 
linder  which  he  seeks  a  remedy,  would  be  unwarrantable  and 
aniust. 

The  plaintiff's  petition  sets  forth  his  grievances  in  plain,  in- 
telligible form,  if  not  with  technical  brevity  and  simplicity. 

1st.  He  alleges  a  conti^act  with  defendant  to  deliver  to  him 
ei^ht  hundred  hogs,  on  or  before  a  certain  day;  in  consider- 
ation whereof,  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plamtiff  $5.50  per 
hundred  pounds  net  He  avers  that  he  did  deliver  according  to 
contract,  at  the  time  and  place,  the  number  of  eis^bt  hundred 
hogs ;  that  defendant  refused  to  receive  over  five  hundred  and 
fifty  of  them,  or  pay  for  the  remainder. 

2d.  He  complains  that  defendant  refused  to  receive  and 
butcher  the  ho^  in  accordance  with  the  agreement,  and,  thus 
caused  by  his  delay,  that  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  expense  in 
feedine^the  ho^,  and  exposed  to  a  great  loss  in  the  net  wdghL 

8d.  That  defendant  did  not  make.a  true  return  of  the  net 
weight,  but  defrauded  plaintiff  on  that  behalf. 

4th.  That  he  slaughtered  twenty-tour  more  hogs  than  he 
accounted  for,  and  improperly  cut  ofi*  parts  of  others  to  reduce 
iheir  weight. 

5th.  The  plaintiff  alleges,  in  what  might  be  called  a  second 
count,  another  contract  to  deliver  fourteen  hundred  hogs  to 
defendant,  at  $5.60  per  hundred  net. 

Ue  avers  deliverv  according  to  contract,  and  charges  defend- 
ant with  delay  in  slaughtering  them;  causing  great  loss  in  the 
weight,  and  expense  to  plaintiff  in  feeding  them  in  the  mean 
while. 

6th.  He  charts  defendant  with  taking  one  hundred  othtr 
hogs  of  plaintiff,  for  which  he  refused  to  account 
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7th.  That  in  consequence  of  delay  in  receiving,  many  of  the 
bogs  died,  to  the  great  loss  of  plaintiff. 

8th.  That  defendant  returned  false  weights  of  these  foarteen 
linudred,  and  cut  off  parts  before  weighing.. 

9th.  The  plaintiff  also  sets  up  a  third  contract  for  five  hun- 
dred hogs,  which  were  delivered,  and  avers  the  same  delay  and 
consequent  injury  to  plaintiff;  and  the  same  frauds  in  weigh- 
ing,  &c. 

To  this  catalogue  of  ^evances  the  defendant,  in  his  answer^ 
|)leads  thirty-three  distmct  denials  of  the  averments  in  the  pe- 
tition. A  jury  was  called  to  try  these  thirty-three  issues,  and 
found  a  verdict  for  plaintiff^  and  assessed  his  damages. 

No  exception  was  taken  on  the  trial  to  the  admission  or  re- 
jection of  evidence ;  no  error  is  alleged  in  the  charge  of  the 
•court;  and  a  regular  judgment  was  entered  on  the  verdict. 

The  only  bills  of  exception  were  to  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  grant  a  continuance  and  change  the  venue;  both  of  which 
were  matters  of  discretion  in  the  court  below,  and  not  the  sub- 
ject of  review  here. 

The  cavils  to  the  sufiiciency  of  the  plaintiff's  statement, 
under  the  name  of  a  special  demurrer,  were  overruled  by  the 
court  below,  and  justly,  because  the  code  permits  a  demurrer 
only  when  the  petition  ^^by  a  fair  and  natural  construction  does 
not  show  a  substantial  cause  of  action."  As  we  have  alreaily 
«hown,  it  contains  a  dozen. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  aflirmed,  with  costs. 


JosBPH  D.  Beers,  use  of  William  A.  Platevius,  as  Adminis- 
trator OF  Jambs  IIolford,  deceased,  Plaintiff  in  Ehror, 
V.  The  State  of  Arkansas.  William  A.  Platenius,  Ad- 
ministrator OF  James  Uolford,  deceased,  Plaintiff  ih 
Brror,  v.  Tue  State  of  Arkansas.  William  A.  Plateni- 
us, Administrator  of  James  Uolford,  deceased,  Plaintiff 
in  Error,  v.  The  State  of  Arkansas. 

tJnder  the  Constitation  of  the  State  of  JLrkansM,  the  Legislature  paued  a  law  al« 

lowing  the  State  to  be  sued. 
According  to  this  law,  a  suit  was  brought  upon  some  of  the  State  bonds ;  and 

whilst  the  suit  was  going  on,  the  Legislature  passed  another  law,  requiring  tha 

bonds  to  be  61ed  in  court,  or  the  suit  to  be  dismissed. 
The  suitor  refusing  to  file  his  bonds,  the  suit  was  dismissed ;  and  the  csje  mm 

carried  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  where  the  judgment  was  affirmed. 
The  case,  being  brought  to  this  court  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  JudteU 

aiy  act,  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  Jurisdiction. 
The  permission  to  bring  the  suit  was  not  a  contract  whose  obligatloiui  were  Impaired 

'  bj  the  passage  of  the  snhsequetit  law 
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Thesb  three  cases  depended  upon  the  same  principle,  and 
are  therefore  classed  together.  The  report  in  the  first-named 
case  will  apply  to  them  all.  It  was  a  case  which  was  brought  up 
from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Arkansas,  by  a  writ  of 
error,  issued  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  judiciary  act» 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Pike  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  by 
Mr.  Hempstead  for  the  defendant 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant,  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court 
for  Pulaski  county,  in  the  State  of  Arkansas,  to  recover  the 
interest  due  on  sundry  bonds  issued  by  the  State,  and  which 
the  State  had  failed  to  pay  according  to  its  contract 

The  Constitution  of  the  State  provides,  that  *Hhe  General 
Assembly  shall  direct  by  law  in  what  courts  and  in  what 
manner  suits  may  be  commenced  against  the  State."  And  in 
pursuance  of  this  provision,  a  law  was  accordingly  passed;  and 
it  is  admitted  that  the  present  suit  was  brought  in  the  proper 
court,  and  in  the  manner  authorized  by  that  Taw. 

The  suit  was  instituted  in  the  Circuit  Court  on  the  21st  of 
November,  1854.  And  after  it  was  brought,  and  while  it  was 
pending  in  the  Circuit  Court,  the  Legislature  passed  an  act^ 
which  was  approved  on  the  7th  of  December,  1864,  which  pro- 
vided, '^that  in  every  case  in  which  suits  or  anv  proceedings 
had  been  instituted  to  enforce  the  collection  ot  any  bond  or 
bonds  issued  by  the  State,  or  the  interest  thereon,  before  any 
judraient  or  decree  should  be  rendered,  the  bonds  should  be 
proauced  and  filed  in  the  ofBce  of  the  clerk,  and  not  withdrawn 
until  final  determination  of  the  suit  or  proceedings,  and  full 
payment  of  the  bonds  and  all  interest  thereon ;  and  might  then 
oe  withdrawn,  cancelled,  and  filed  with  the  State  treasurer,  by 
order  of  the  court,  but  not  otherwise."  And  the  act  further 
provided,  that  in  every  case  in  which  any  such  suit  or  pro- 
ceeding had  been  or  might  be  instituted,  the  court  shoulo,  at 
the  first  term  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit  or  proceed- 
ing, whether  at  law  or  in  equity,  or  whether  by  original  or 
cross  bill,  require  the  original  bond  or  bonds  to  be  produced 
and  filed;  and  if  that  were  not  done,  and  the  bonds  filed  and 
left  to  remain  filed,  the  court  should,  on  the  same  day,  dismiss 
the  suit,  proceeding,  or  cross  bill. 

Afterwards,  on  uie  25th  of  June,  1855,  the  State  appeared 
to  the  suit,  by  its  attorney,  and,  without  pleading  to  or  answer^ 
|ng  the  declaration  of  the  plaintifiE^  moved  the  court  to  require 
him  to  file  immediately  in  open  court  the  bonds  on  which  ttie 
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Biut  WM  brought,  according  to  the  act  of  Assemblj  above 
mentioned;  and  if  the  same  were  not  filed,  that  the  suit  be 
dismissed. 

Upon  this  motion,  after  argument  by  counsel,  the  court 
passed  an  order  directing  the  plaintiff  to  produce  and  file  in 
court,  forthwith,  the  bonds  mentioned  and  aesmbed  in  the  dec- 
laration. But  he  refused  to  file  them,  and  thereupon  the  court 
adjudged  that  the  suit  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

This  judgment  was  afterwards  affirmed  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  State,  and  this  writ  of  error  is  brought  upon  the  last- 
mentioned  judgment 

The  error  assigned  here  is,  that  the  act  of  December  7, 1854, 
impaired  the  obligations  of  the  contracts  between  the  State 
and  the  plaintiff  in  error,  evidenced  by  and  contained  in  ea<di 
of  the  said  bonds,  and  the  endorsement  thereon,  and  was  there* 
fore  null  and  void,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

The  objection  taken  to  the  validity  of  the  act  of  Assembly 
cannot  be  maintained.  It  is  an  act  to  regulate  the  proceedings 
and  limit  the  jurisdiction  of  its  own  courts  in  suits  where  the 
State  is  a  party  defendant,  and  nothing  more. 

It  is  an  established  principle  of  jurisprudence  in  all  civilized 
nations  that  the  sovereign  cannot  be  sued  in  its  own  courts,  or 
in  any  other,  without  its  consent  and  permission ;  but  it  may, 
if  it  thinks  proper,  waive  this  privilege,  and  permit  itself  to  be 
made  a  defendant  in  a  suit  by  mdividuals,  or  by  another  State. 
And  as  this  permission  is  altogether  voluntary  on  the  part  ol 
the  sovereignty,  it  follows  that  it  may  prescribe  the  terms  and 
conditions  on  which  it  consents  to  be  sued,  and  the  manner  in 
which  the  suit  shall  be  conducted,  and  may  withdraw  its  con- 
sent whenever  it  may  suppose  that  justice  to  the  public  re- 
quires it. 

Arkansas,  by  its  Constitution,  so  far  waived  the  privile^of 
sovereignty  as  to  authorize  suits  to  be  instituted  against  it  in 
its  own  courts,  and  delegated  to  its  General  Assembly  the 
power  of  directing  in  what  courts,  and  in  what  manner,  the  suit 
miffht  be  commenced.  And  if  the  law  of  1854  had  been  passed 
before  the  suit  was  instituted,  we  do  not  understand  that  any 
objection  would  have  been  made  to  it.  The  objection  is,  that 
it  was  passed  after  this  suit  was  instituted,  and  contained  reg- 
ulations with  which  the  plaintiff  could  not  conveniently  com- 
ply. But  the  prior  law  was  not  a  contract.  It  was  an  ordinary 
act  of  legislation,  prescribing  the  conditions  upon  which  the 
State  consented  to  waive  the  privilege  of  sovereignty.  It  con- 
tained no  stipulation  that  these  regulalionB  should  not  be  mod- 
ified afterwards,  if,  upon  experience,  it  was  found  that  further 
provisions  were  necessary  to  protect  the  public  interest;  ajkl 
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BO  such  contract  can  be  implied  from  the  law,  nor  can  this 
conrt  inq[aire  whether  the  law  operated  hardly  or  unjustly  upon 
the  parties  whose  suits  were  then  pending.  That  was  a  quea^ 
tion  for  the  consideration  of  the  Legislature.  They  mi^ht  have 
repealed  the  prior  law  altogether,  and  put  an  end  to  the  juris- 
diction of  their  courts  in  suits  against  the  State,  if  they  had 
thought  proper  to  do  so,  or  prescribe  new  conditions  upon  which 
the  suits  might  still  be  allowed  to  proceed.  In  exercising  thiB 
latter  power,  the  State  violated  no  contract  with  the  parties; 
it  merely  regulated  the  proceedings  in  its  own  courts,  and  lim- 
ited  the  junsdiction  it  had  before  conferred  in  suits  when  the 
State  consented  to  be  a  party  defendant. 

If  or  has  the  State  court,  in  the  judgment  brought  here  for 
review,  decided  anything  but  a  question  of  jurisdiction.  It 
has  given  no  decision  in  relation  to  the  validity  of  the  contract 
on  which  the  suit  is  brought,  nor  the  obligations  it  created,  or 
the  rights  of  parties  under  it.  It  has  decided,  merely,  that  it 
has  no  right  under  the  laws  of  the  State  to  try  these  questions, 
unless  the  bonds  given  by  the  State  are  filed.  The  plaintiff 
refused  to  file  them  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  court,  and  the 
case  was  thereupon  dismissed,  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
court  to  proceed  further  in  the  suit.  There  is  evidently  noth- 
ing in  the  decision,  nor  in  the  act  of  Assembly  under  which  it 
was  made,  which  in  any  degree  impairs  the  obligation  of  the 
contract,  and  nothing  which  will  authorize  this  court  to  reverse 
thejudgment  of  the  State  court. 

The  writ  of  error  must  therefore  be  dismissed,  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  this  court 

The  two  cases  of  William  A.  Platenius,  administrator  of 
James  Holford,  a^inst  the  State  of  Arkansas,  in  covenant, 
are  the  same  in  au  respects  with  the  one  above  decided,  and 
must  also,  for  the  same  reasons,  be  dismissed  for  want  of  juris- 
diction. 


Thb  Presidbnt  and  Directors  of  the  Bank  of  WAsniNOTOVy 
AND  Hbnrt  S.  and  Frbdrrick  S.  Holford,  Administrators 
OF  Jambs  Holford,  dbcbased.  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  v.  Thb 
State  of  ^jikansas,  and  Henrt  L.  Briscoe,  Sandford  C. 
Faulkner,  and  Jambs  H.  Walker.  Same  v.  The  State  ov 
Arkansas  and  the  Bank  of  the  State  of  Arkansas. 

A  bUl  in  chftiicerj,  purporting  to  be  a  cross  bill,  filed  under  the  same  law  of  A»« 
kansat  which  wsa  mentioned  in  the  preceding  case  of  Holford's  Administrate 
9.  The  State  of  Arlcansas,  comes  under  the  decision  in  that  case,  and  mufi  1M 
1  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  this  court 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1857.  §81; 

Bmk  of  Wathwfftou  a  aL  t.  StaU  o/Arkmuoi  tt  oL    8am  r.  Smm. 

Thssb  two  cases  depended  upon  the  same  principle,  aiid  a 
report  of  the  first  will  apply  equally  to  the  second. 

It  was  brought  up  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
Arkansas  by  a  writ  of  error  issued  under  the  twenty-fifth  sec- 
tion of  the  judiciary  act. 

The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Pike  for  the  plaintiffi  in  error,  and  by 
Mr.  Hempstead  for  the  defendants. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  a  bill  in  equity,  brought  in  the  Chancery  Court  of 
the  State  of  Arkansas,  to  recover  the  money  due  on  or  which 
had  arisen  from,  certain  bonds  issued  by  the  State,  to  which 
the  complidnants  claimed  to  be  entitled..  The  bill  is  drawn 
out  very  much  at  length,  and  states  particularly  the  bonds  and 
contracts  on  which  the  complainants  are  proceeding,  and  also 
certain  laws  and  acts  of  the  State,  which  Use  bill  alleges  im- 
paired the  obligation  of  these  contracts,  and  were  forbidden  by 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  state  at  large  the  contents  of 
the  bill,  or  the  particular  contracts  and  bonds  to  which  it  re- 
fers, because  the  decision  of  the  State  court  dismissing  the  bill 
has  no  relation  to  the  validity  of  these  contracts,  or  to  the 
rights  and  obligations  which  they  created.  The  bill  was  dis- 
missed by  the  State  court  upon  the  same  ground  with  the  com- 
mon-law actions  above  mentioned ;  and  the  appeal  to  this  court 
must  be  disposed  of  upon  the  principles  upon  which  we  have 
dismissed  the  writs  of  error. 

The  bill  was  filed  in  November,  1854,  and  in  February,  1855, 
the  attorney  for  the  State  moved  the  court  to  dismiss  it,  unless 
the  bonds  upon  which  the  complainants  were  proceeding  were 
forthwith  filed  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Decem- 
ber, 1854.  The  complainants  put  in  written  o^ections  to  the 
motion,  and  finally  refused  to  nle  the  bonds.  The  court  over- 
ruled the  objections  as  insufficient,  and  dismissed  the  bill. 

The  complainants  call  their  bill  a  cross  bill.  The  bill  filed 
by  the  State,  and  which  gave  rise  to  this,  is  not  set  forth  in  full 
in  the  transcript.  The  appellants  in  their  bill  refer  to  it,  and 
state  that  it  was  filed  by  the  State  for  itself  and  in  behalf  of  all 
the  creditors  of  the  Real  Estate  Bank;  and  that  it  claims  for 
the  State  a  right  to  share  with  other  creditors  of  the  bank  in 
certain  assets  of  the  bank  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  although 
Ihe  bonds  issued  by  the  State,  which  furnished  the  capital  tow 
the  bank,  had  not  been  paid;  and  many  of  these  bonds  were 
held  bv  the  appellants,  who  were  creditors  of  the  bank  as  well 
as  of  the  State. 
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But  this  18  not  a  cross  bill  in  the  chancery  sense  of  the  words; 
the  complainants,  according  to  their  own  statement^  were  not 
defendants  in  the  suit  brought  by  the  State.  They  cannot^ 
therefore,  file  a  cross  bill,  nor  be  regarded  as  defending  them- 
selves in  that  form  of  proceeding  against  the  suit  of  the  State. 
Their  bill  is  evidently  a  suit  a^inst  the  State  and  others,  to 
enforce  the  payment  of  money  due  on  certain  contracts  made 
by  the  State,  and  the  State  is  made  a  party  defendant  in  the 
suit.  And  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  the  aforegoing  cases  at 
common  law,  the  judgment  of  the  State  court  dismissing  the 
bill  is  not  open  to  revision  here.  Like  the  cases  at  common 
law,  it  was  dismissed  by  the  State  court  for  want  of  jurisdic 
tion  to  proceed  further,  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Decern 
ber,  1864. 

The  appellants  have  not  sought  to  come  in  under  the  bill  filed 
by  the  State  for  itself  and  all  the  creditors  of  the  Heal  Estate 
Bank,  and  to  share  with  the  State  the  assets  in  the  hands  of 
the  trustees,  who  are  assignees  of  the  bank.  Nor,  indeed,  could 
they  do  so  upon  the  allegations  made  in  their  bill ;  for  they  do 
not  claim  a  common  interest  with  the  State  in  the  ftmd  they 
are  pursuing,  but  an  adverse  interest,  and  deny  the  ri^ht  of 
the  State  to  share  in  it,  and  could  not,  therefore,  come  in  and 
associate  themselves  as  complainants  with  the  State  in  its  cred- 
itor's bill  when  they  denied  that  the  State  was  a  creditor  of 
the  fund. 

The  laws  and  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  State  may  have 
operated  harshly  and  unjustly  upon  the  appellants.  But  it  is 
not  the  province  of  this  court  to  decide  that  question.  Those 
who  deal  in  the  bonds  and  obligations  of  a  sovereign  State  are 
aware  that  they  must  rely  altogether  on  the  sense  of  justice 
and  good  faith  of  the  State ;  and  that  the  judiciary  of  the  State 
cannot  interfere  to  enforce  these  contracts  without  the  consent 
of  the  State,  and  the  courts  of  the  United  States  are  expressly 
prohibited  from  exercising  such  a  jurisdiction. 

The  case  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  this 
oourt;  and  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  Washington  et  al.  against 
tiie  State  of  Arkansas,  and  the  Bank  of  Arkansas,  being  con- 
iessedly  an  original  bill,  must  be  disposed  of  in  like  manner. 


Jambs  Babtok,  Plaintiff  in  Eerob,  v.  Bobbbt  Fobstth 

When  there  was  an  affidayit  made,  after  yerdict  and  jndgmeikt,  that  the  affiant 
waa  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  prayed  to  be  sabetitated  for,  or  admitted  with, 
the  defendant,  and  the  coart  overraled  the  motion,  an  exception  to  this  mlin^ 
win  not  bring  up  the  pomta  which  were  raised  at  the  trial;  aor  will  it  brint  ^r 
Hm  mling  npon  the  molloii. 
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Xzceptioiis  must  be  taken  or  the  points  reseired  whilst  the  J017  are  at  the  bar. 

BTJdence  of  the  sale  of  property  under  certain  proceedings  of  a  State  coort  wm 
properly  received  in  the  Circuit  Court,  where  the  proceedings  of  the  Stau  oowt 
were  dolj  certified,  and  it  had  competent  jurisdiction  over  tibe  subject-matter. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
C4>urt  of  the  United  States  for  the  northern  district  of  Illinois. 
The  case  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  ar^ed  by  Mr.  JBaUance  and  Mr.  Reverdy  Johnson  for 
the  plaintifi  in  error,  and  by  Mr.  WiUiama  for  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Illinois,  to  recover  a  certain  lot  in  the 
town  of  Peoria,  described  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration. 

In  that  suit,  Forsyth,  the  defendant  in  error,  was  plaintiff 
and  Barton,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  was  the  defendant;  and  upon 
the  trial,  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  was  in  favor  of  the 

Elaintiff,  Forsyth,  and  thereupon  Barton  brought  the  case  here 
y  writ  of  error. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  title  was  a  very  disputed 
one,  and  sundry  questions  of  much  nicety  and  difficulty  were 
raised  in  the  trial  and  decided  by  the  court.  But,  from  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  case  has  been  brought  up,  none  of  these  ques- 
tions are  open  for  revision  here ;  for  no  exception  to  them  ap- 
pears to  have  been  taken  or  reserved  by  Barton  while  the  jury 
were  at  the  bar. 

The  record  shows,  that  after  the  trial,  and  after  verdict  and 
judgment  for  Forsyth,  Charles  Ballance  iiled  an  affidavit,  sta- 
ting that  he  was  the  landlord  of  Barton,  and  the  real  party  in 
interest,  and  thereupon  moved  the  court  to  substitute  him  for 
Barton,  as  defendant;  or  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that 
could  not  be  done,  that  he  might  be  admitted  as  co-defendant 
with  Barton,  and  that  Ballance  might  proceed  with  the  suit  in 
his  own  name.  But  the  court  overruled  the  motion,  and  re- 
fused to  permit  said  Ballance  to  become  a  defendant  in  the 
suit.  '^  7b  all  which  dedsianSj  ruUnga^  and  inaimctionSj  defendant 
then  and  there  excepted^  and  fraued  thai  this  bill  of  exceptions  be 
sealedj  si^ned^  and  made  a  record^  which  is  done.''  And  this  has 
been  relied  on  here  as  an  exception  to  all  the  points  which  the 
transcrijit  shows  to  have  been  raised  at  the  trial,  and  decided 
by  the  court.  But  this  is  no  valid  exception  to  anything,  ac- 
cording to  the  well-settled  and  established  principles  of  law.  It 
has  been  repeatedly  ruled  by  this  court,  as  will  appear  by  tbe 
cases  reported,  that  no  instruction  to  the  jury,  given  or  rcfttacA 
by  the  court  below,  can  be  brought  here  for  revision  by  writ 
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.  of  error,  unless  the  record  shows  that  the  exception  to  it  was 
.taken  or  reserved  while  the  jary  were  at  the  bar. 

This  is  required  by  the  statute  which  authorized  the  excep- 
tion, and  cannot  be  dispensed  with.  If  the  party  does  not  re- 
serve the  exception  at  the  time  at  which  the  law  recj^uires  it  to 
be  done,  he  acquiesces  in  the  decision,  and  cannot  bnng  up  the 
point  upon  wnt  of  error. 
^  But  in  this  case,  the  exception  was  not  proposed  to  be  re- 
"served  until  long  after  the  trial  was  over,  and  the  verdict  and 
iudgment  had  been  entered;  for  the  affidavit  of  Charles  Bal- 
lance,  upon  which  his  motion  was  made,  appears  to  have  been 
sworn  to  on  the  22d  of  July,  1866,  after  judgment,  and  his 
motion  was  not  overruled  until  August  6th,  on  which  last- 
mentioned  day  he  for  the  first  time  took  his  exceptions.  Such 
an  exception  is  clearly  unauthorized  by  law,  and  the  decisions 
and  rulings  to  which  it  refers  cannot  be  considered  upon  this 
writ  of  error. 

There  is  but  one  exception  legally  taken,  and  that  is  upon 
the  admission  as  evidence  of  the  legal  proceeding  under  which 
the  lot  in  question  was  sold  as  the  property  of  a  certain  Michael 
La  Croix,  to  pay  his  debts,  and  at  which  sale  Morrison  was 
the  purchaser,  under  whom  Forsyth  claims  title. 

Barton  objected  to  the  admissibilitv  of  this  evidence,  and 
the  judges  of  the  'Circuit  Court  were  divided  in  opinion;  and 
thereupon  the  evidence  was  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  the 
defendant  excepted.  Upon  this  point,  therefore,  the  plaintiff 
in  error  is  entitled  to  the  consideration  and  judgment  of  this 
court 

But  we  think  that  there  was  no  error  in  admitting  the  evi- 
dence  objected  to.  The  documents  appear  to  be  duly  certified, 
and  the  proceedings  under  which  the  sale  was  made  to  have  been 
before  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  If  there  were  any 
irregularities  or  errors  in  the  proceedings  after  they  were  in- 
stituted,  they  were  not  open  to  examination  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  coming  in,  as  they  did,  collaterally  as  evidence  of  title. 
Being  the  proceedings  of  a  judicial  tribunal  which  had  juris- 
diction over  the  subject-matter,  the  Circuit  Court  had  no  right 
to  take  upon  itself  the  functions  of  an  appellate  court,  and 
inquire  whether  the  debts  claimed  were  reallv  due  from  La 
Cioix  nor  whether  the  proceedings  were  conducted  and  the 
deciSLjn  rendered  in  good  faith  by  the  tribunal  which  author- 
ized the  sale. 

This  being  the  only  point  legally  before  this  court,  and  there 
being  no  error  in  it,  tne  judgment  of  the  Cironit  Court  must 
be  affirmed,  with  oosts. 
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/oHN  8.  Williams,  Administrator  of  Jambs  Williams,  db« 

OBASBD,    ApPBLLANT,    V.    ROBBRT    M.    GiBBES    AND    ChARLBB 

Oliver,  surviving  Executors  of  Robert  Oliver,  dbobasbd; 
AND  Robert  M.  Oibbes  and  Charles  Oliver,  suRvivora 
Executors  of  Robert  Oliver,  deceased.  Appellants,  v. 
John  8.  Williams,  Administrator  of  Jambs  Williams,  de- 
ceased. 

Where  an  assignee  of  a  claim  upon  a  foreign  Qovernment,  holding  it  under  an 
assignment  supposed  to  be  good,  but  afterwards  adfjudged  inyalid,  prosecuted 
the  claim  to  a  successful  result,  and  was  subjected  to  costs  and  expenses  in 
protecting  the  fund  firom  rival  claimants,  and  thereby  preserving  it,  he  was  enti- 
tled to  a  reimbursement  of  these  costs  and  expenses  bj  the  true  owner,  upon  a 
final  settlement  of  accounts  between  them. 

Being  placed  in  the  position  of  a  trustee,  it  was  his  duty  to  defend  the  title,  and 
the  expenses  for  so  doing  were  properly  chargeable  to  the  estate. 

The  assignee  ought  also  to  have  been  allowed  a  compensation  for  his  trouble  and 
personal  exertions  in  the  prosecution  of  the  claim ;  and  under  the  special  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case,  the  Circuit  Court  having  allowed  thirty-five  per  cent, 
of  the  sum  realized,  this  court  are  not  prepared  to  say  it  is  too  much. 

An  objection,  that  the  executors  of  the  assignee  had  distributed  a  portion  of  the 
money  in  the  regular  course  of  administration,  should  have  been  made  when  the 
cause  was  before  this  court  upon  its  merits.  After  a  mandate  has  gone  down, 
and  the  cause  came  before  the  Circuit  Court  for  a  settlement  of  accounts,  t^ 
objection  comes  too  late. 

No  objection  can  be  made  to  the  Circuit  Court  allowing  a  supplemental  answer  to 
be  filed  when  the  mandate  went  down.  It  was  like  a  petition  to  bring  before 
the  court  the  fiEbcts,  which  were  proper  to  be  known  before  instructions  were 
given  to  the  master  as  to  the  mode  of  settling  the  accounts. 

These  were  cross  appeals  from  the  Circait  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Maryland.  In  the  report,  the 
first  case  only  will  be  mentioned,  viz :  that  of  Williams  against 
Oliver's  executors. 

The  case  was  formerly  before  the  court,  and  is  reported  in 
17  How.,  289. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  BaviSy  Mr.  Dukmy^  and  Mr.  Martin^ 
for  Williams,  and  by  Mr.  Severdy  Jokwon  and  Mr.  Oampbdl 
fbr  Oliver's  executors. 

The  decree  was  for  $9,686.88  in  monev,  and  $19,215.96  in 
stock,  instead  of  $22,866.94  in  money,  and  $82,847.77  in  stock, 
as  claimed  by  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 

United  States  for  the  district  of  Maryland. 
A  bill  was  filed  in  the  court  below  bv  Williams,  the  present 

Appellant,  to  recover  of  the  defendants  the  proceeds  of  the  shave 
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of  complainant's  intestate  in  what  is  known  as  the  Baltimore 
Company,  which  had  a  claim  against  the  Mexican  Qovernmeot, 
tikat  was  awarded  to  it  under  the  treaty  of  1889.  The  proceeds 
of  the  share  amounted  to  the  sum  of  1^41,806.41.  The  history 
of  the  litigation  to  which  the  award  under  the  treaty  gave  rise, 
in  the  distribution  of  the  fund  among  the  claimants  or  the  as- 
signees composing  the  Baltimore  Company,  will  be  found  in 
the  report  of  four  of  the  cases  which  have  heretofore  come  be 
fore  this  court.  (11  How.,  629;  12  ib..  Ill;  14  ib.,  610;  17 
ib.,  288,  289.)  That  of  Williams  v.  Gibbes,  in  17  How.,  con- 
tains  the  report  of  the  present  case,  when  formerly  here.  This 
court  then  decided  that  the  claim  of  the  executors  of  Oliver  to 
the  share  of  Williams  was  not  well  founded ;  that  the  interest  of 
Williams  in  the  same  had  not  been  le^Uy  divested  during  his 
lifetime ;  and  that  his  legal  representative  then  before  the  court 
was  entitled  to  the  proceeds.  The  decree  of  the  court  below 
was  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings, 
in  conformity  with  the  opinion  of  the  court  Upon  the  cause 
coming  down  before  that  court  on  the  mandate,  the  defendants, 
the  executors  of  Oliver,  set  up  several  charges  against  the  fund, 
which  it  was  claimed  should  be  received  and  allowed  in  abate- 
ment of  the  amount. 

1.  For  certain  costs  and  expenses  to  which  they  had  been 
subjected  in  resisting  suits  instituted  against  it  by  third  parties. 
The  history  of  these  suits  will  be  found  in  the  cases  already 
referred  to  in  this  court,  and  need  not  be  stated  at  large. 

2.  For  services  and  expenses  of  Oliver,  in  his  lifetime,  in 
the  prosecution  of  the  claim  of  the  Baltimore  Company,  as  its 
attorney  and  agent  before  the  Government  of  Mexico,  from 
theycar  1825 down  to  the  time  of  his  death,  in  1834. 

The  court  below  allowed  to  the  executors  the  costs  and  ex- 
penses to  which  they  had  been  subjected  in  defending  the  suits 
mentioned,  and  also  thirty-five  per  cent,  of  the  fund  in  ques- 
tion for  the  services  of  Oliver. 

The  case  is  one  in  many  of  its  features  novel  and  peculiar. 

James  Williams,  the  intestate,  and  owner  of  the  share  in 
the  Baltimore  Company,  became  insolvent  in  1819,  and  took 
the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  laws  of  Maryland,  and  in  1825  the 
insolvent  trustee  of  his  estate  sold  and  assigned  to  Robert  Oli- 
ver the  share  in  question  in  this  company;  and  from  thence 
down  to  the  year  1849,  Oliver  in  his  li&time,  and  his  executors 
afterwards,  did  not  doubt  but  that  a  perfect  title  to  the  share 
had  passed  by  virtue  ot  this  assignment  In  that  year,  tlie 
Court  of  Appeals  of  Maryland  decided,  in  a  ease  between  the 
eiceciitors  and  an  insolvent  trustee  of  Williams,  that  no  title 
to  Oliver  by  this  assignment;  and,  as  a  l^gal 
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quenoe,  it  was  held  by  this  court,  in  17  How.,  ihnt  the  interest 
remained  in  Williams  at  his  death,  and  of  coarse  passed  to  his 
legal  representative,  the  complainant. 

All  the  services  and  expenses,  therefore,  of  Oliver,  in  his 
lifetime,  in  the  prosecution  of  the  claims  of  the  Baltimore 
Company  against  the  Government  of  Mexico,  and  of  the  liti- 
gation since  encountered  bj  his  executors  in  respect  to  the 
share,  have  resulted  in  securing  the  proceeds  of  the  same  to 
the  estate  of  Williams,  the  original  shareholder.  Williams  in 
his  lifetime,  and  his  le^l  representatives  since,  down  till  the 
fund  was  in  court  awaiting  distribution,  had  taken  no  steps 
for  its  recovery,  nor  had  they  been  subjected  to  any  expense. 
The  whole  of  the  services  had  been  rendered,  and  expenses 
borne,  by  Oliver  and  his  executors;  and  the  question  is, 
whether,  upon  any  established  principles  of  law  or  equity, 
the  court  below  were  right  in  taking  into  the  account  in  the 
settlement  between  the  parties  these  services  and  expenses. 
We  are  of  opinion  they  were. 

By  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Maryland, 
Oliver  was  at  no  time  the  true  owner  of  this  share,  as,  not- 
withstanding the  assignment  by  the  insolvent  trustee,  it  still 
remained  in  Williams.  Oliver  thereby  became  trustee,  instead 
of  owner,  of  the  share  and  of  the  proceeds,  as  did  also  his  execu- 
tors, and  they  must  be  regarded  as  holding  this  relation  to  the 
fund  from  their  first  connection  with  it.  in  that  character  the 
•executors  have  been  made  accountable  to  the  estate  of  Williams, 
and  have  been  responsible  since  the  fund  came  into  their  pos- 
sesision  for  all  proper  care  and  management  of  the  same.  In 
defending  these  proceeds,  therefore,  against  suits  instituted  by 
third  parties  to  recover  them  out  of  the  hands  of  the  executors, 
they  have  done  no  more  nor  less  than  they  were  bound  to  do, 
i»  the  proper  guardians  of  the  fund,  if  they  had  known  at  the 
time  the  relation  in  which  they  stood  to  it,  and  that  they  were 
'defending  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  of  Williams,  and  not 
for  that  of  Oliver.  The  services  rendered  and  expenses  borne 
•could  not  have  been  dispensed  with,  consistent  with  their  duties 
as  trustees. 

But  it  is  said  that  these  suits  were  defended  by  the  executors, 
while  claiming  the  fund  in  right  of  their  testator,  and  hence 
for  the  supposed  benefit  of  his  estate;  that  the  defence  was  not 
made  in  their  character  of  trustees,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be 
regarded  as  a  ground  for  charging  Uie  estate  of  Williams  with 
the  costs  of  the  litigation. 

The  answer  to  this  view  is,  that  although  in  point  of  Aet  tiM 
dsfence  was  made  under  the  supposition  that  the  fund  belongei 
4b  the  estate  of  Oliver,  yet,  in  jadKment  of  law,  it  wm  wtdm 


688  SUPREME  COURT. 

WUttamt  y.  Oibbea  §t  al     GfMea  etalr.  FOIimM. 

by  them  as  trastees,  and  not  owners,  as  subseqaently  judicially 
ascertained ;  and  as  the  costs  and  expenses  were  properly  in* 
carred  in  the  protection  and  preservation  of  the  fand,  it  is  bat 
just  and  equitable  they  should  be  made  a  charge  upon  it. 

The  misapprehension  as  to  the  right  cannot  ^ange  the  ben- 
eficial character  of  the  expense,  when  indispensable  to  its  secu- 
rity. 

The  duty  of  a  trustee,  whether  of  real  or  personal  estate,  to 
defend  the  title,  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  case  a  suit  is  brought 
a^inst  it,  is  unquestioned,  and  the  expenses  are  properly  char^ 
able  in  his  accounts  against  the  estate.  (2  Story  Eq.  Juris., 
sec.  1276.) 

Another  principle  which  we  think  applicable  to  this  case  is 
to  be  found  in  a  class  of  cases  where  a  bonajide  purchaser,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  without  notice,  has  enhanced  the  value 
of  the  property  by  permanent  expenditures,  and  has  been  sub- 
sequently evicted  by  the  true  owner,  on  account  of  some  latent 
infirmity  in  the  title.  It  is  well  settled,  if  the  true  owner  is 
obliged  to  come  into  a  court  of  equity  to  obtain  relief  against 
the  purchaser,  the  court  will  first  require  reasonable  compen- 
sation for  such  expenditures  to  be  made,  upon  the  principle 
that  he  who  seeks  equity  must  first  do  equity.  (2  Story  Eq., 
sees.  799  and  7996;  6  Faige  R.,  408,  404;  1  Story  Rep.,  494, 
496.) 

A  kindred  principle  is  also  found  in  a  class  of  cases  where 
there  has  been  a  b<ma  Jide  adverse  possession  of  the  property 
tacitly  acquiesced  in  by  the  true  owner.  The  practice  of  a  court 
of  equity,  in  such  cases,  does  not  permit  an  account  of  rents 
and  profits  to  be  carried  back  beyond  the  filing  of  the  bill.  (8 
Wheat,  78;  27  E.  L.  and  E.  Rep.,  p.  212;  7  Ves.,  641;  1  Ed. 
Ch.,  679.)    This  principle  is  applicable  where  the  person  in 

Sossession  is  a  bona  Jide  purchaser,  and  there  has  been  some 
egree  of  remissness,  or  negligence,  or  inattention,  on  the  part 
of  the  true  owner,  in  the  assertion  of  his  rights. 

Courts  of  equity,  it  would  seem,  do  not  grant  active  relief  in 
fitvor  of  a  bona  fiat  purchaser,  making  permanent  meliorations 
and  improvements  by  sustaining  a  bill  brought  by  him  against 
the  true  owner,  after  he  has  succeeded  in  recovering  the  prop- 
erty at  law.  (6  Paige  R.,  890,  408,  404, 406;  1  Story  R.,  496; 
8  Wh.,  81,  82.) 

The  civil  law  in  this  respect  is  more  liberal,  and  provides  a 
remedy  in  behalf  of  the  purchaser,  even  beyond  an  abatement 
of  the  rents  and  profits  for  such  expenditures  as  have  enhanced 
the  value  of  the  estate,  (cases  above;)  and,  indeed,  generally 
applies  the  principle  in  fiivor  of  any  banafidt  possessor  of  prop^ 
eitv  who  has  in  good  faith  expended  his  money  for  its.pr 
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vation  or  amelioration ;  otherwise,  it  is  said,  the  trae  owner 
appropriates  anj ustly  the  property  of  another  to  himself.  (Ton* 
illier,  8  B.,  tit.  4,  ch.  1,  sees.  19,  20.) 

Now,  in  the  case  before  ns,  Oliver,  in  1825,  purchased  thiB 
share  in  the  Baltimore  Company  for  the  consideration  of  $2,000, 
its  full  value  at  the  time.  The  purchase  was  made  from  tiie 
insolvent  trustee  of  Williams,  whom  all  parties  concerned  be- 
lieved had  the  power  to  sell  and  transfer  the  title.  Williams, 
down  till  his  death  in  1886,  set  up  no  claim  to  it,  nor  did  his 
representative  after  his  dealJi  till  August,  1852,  when  this  bill 
was  filed.  Oliver  and  his  executors  haud  been  in  the  undisturbed 
possession,  so  far  as  respects  any  claim  under  the  present  right, 
for  the  period  of  twenty-seven  years.  And  although  it  may  be 
said  in  excuse  for  any  remissness,  and  by  way  of  avoiding  the 
consequences  of  delay,  that  Williams,  and  those  representing 
him,  had  no  knowledge  of  the  defect  in  the  title  till  the  de> 
cision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Maryland ;  it  may  be  equally 
said,  on  the  other  hand,  that  Oliver  and  his  executors  were 
alike  ignorant  of  it,  and  had  in  good  faith  expended  their  tim^ 
and  money  in  recovering  the  claim  against  the  Government  of 
Mexico,  and  afterwards  in  defending  it  against  a  long  and  ex- 
pensive litigation. 

It  is  difficult  to  present  a  stronger  case  for  the  protection  of 
a  bona  Jide  purchaser  from  loss,  who  has  expended  time  and 
money  in  enhancing  the  value  of  the  subject  of  the  purchase, 
or  a  case  in  which  the  principle  more  justly  applies,  that  where 
the  true  owner  seeks  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  enforce  such 
a  title,  the  court  will  administer  that  aid  only  when  making 
compensation  to  the  purchaser.  We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion 
that  the  court  below  was  right  in  allowing  in  the  accouut  the 
costs  and  fees  paid  to  counsel  by  the  executors  in  the  defence 
of  the  suits. 

In  respect  to  the  thirty-five  per  cent,  allowed  for  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  claim  against  the  Government  of  Mexico,  it  stands,  in 
principle,  upon  the  same  footing  as  other  services  and  expenses 
incurred  in  protecting  and  preserving  the  fund  after  possession 
was  obtained.  The  amount  of  compensation  depends  upon 
the  proofs  in  the  case  aa  to  the  value  of  the  service,  and  which 
must,  in  a  good  decree,  be  governed  by  the  usual  and  custom- 
ary charges  allowed  for  similar  services  and  expenses.  As  this 
claim  was  prosecuted  with  others  by  Oliver  when  he  sui>posed 
and  believed  that  he  was  the  owner,  and  that  he  was  acting  on 
his  own  behalf,  and  not  as  trustee  for  Williams,  the  rate  of 
compensation  must  rest  upon  all  the  fieu^ts  and  circumstances 
attending  the  service.  There  could  have  been  no  agreement 
as  to  the  compensation.    And  for  the  same  reason*  it  cannot 
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be  expected  that  an  account  of  the  service  and  expenses 
kept  so  as  to  enable  the  coart  to  arrive  with  exactness  at  the 
proper  sum  to  be  allowed,  as  might  have  been  required,  if  Oli- 
ver had  been  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  trust.  The  proofis 
show  that  Oliver  appointed  agents  to  represent  him  at  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Mexico  as  early  as  March,  1825,  and  that  these 
agencies  were  continued  from  thence  down  till  his  death  in 
1834 ;  and  that  during  all  this  time  he  kept  up  an  active  corres* 
pondence  with  them  and  others,  and  with  our  ministers  at  Mex- 
ico, and  with  his  own  Government,  on  the  subject.  The  justice 
of  these  claims  had  been  acknowledged  by  the  Government  of 
Mexico  as  early  as  1823-'4,  but  no  provision  was  made  for  their 
payment.  They  were  regarded  as  of  very  little  value,  from  the 
hopelessness  of  their  recovery;  and  it  is  perhaps  not  too  much 
to  say,  upon  the  evidence,  that  in  the  absence  of  the  vigorous 
and  efficient  prosecution  of  them  bv  Oliver,  they  would  have 
been  worthless.  In  the  result,  for  the  share  in  question,  which 
was  sold  in  1825  for  $2,000,  there  was  realized  from  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Mexico,  under  the  treaty  of  1839,  the  sum  of 
$41,306.41.  The  estate  of  Williams  has  never  expended  a 
dollar  towards  recovering  it;  nor  has  Oliver  ever  received  any 
compensation  for  his  servicess.  The  amount  may  seem  large, 
but  we  cannot  say  the  court  below  was  not  warranted  in  allow- 
ing it  upon  the  proofs  in  the  case  of  the  great  service  rendered, 
and  of  the  customary  charges  in  similar  cases. 

It  has  been  ur^ed  by  the  executors  of  Oliver,  that  they  had 
paid  over  three-eighths  of  the  fund  in  the  distribution  of  the 
estate  before  the  hling  of  the  bill  in  this  case,  and  that  the^  are 
not,  therefore,  liable  for  that  portion  of  the  fund.  It  is  claimed 
that  it  was  shown  before  the  master  that  this  portion  was  paid 
over  in  the  regular  course  of  administration,  and  as  in  duty 
bound  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Maryland.  If  this  had  ap- 
peared  when  the  cause  was  heard  upon  the  merits,  and  the 
question  as  to  the  right  to  this  fund  was  determined,  the  ground 
now  taken  might  possibly  have  been  a  good  defence  to  that 
portion  of  the  fund;  and  the  complainant  would  have  been 
sent  to  the  distributees  to  recover  it.  This,  however,  may 
not  be  entirely  certain;  for  there  is  authority  for  saying,  that 
a  trustee  having  notice  that  it  is  doubtful  if  the  trust  fund 
should  be  distnbuted  according  to  the  trusts  under  which  be 
holds  it,  he  should  apply  to  the  court  for  its  direction  before 
he  executed  the  trust,  iyy  paying  over  the  fund.  (27  E.  L.  and 
Eq.  R.,  p.  302.)  In  this  case,  the  executors  of  Oliver  had  no- 
tioe  ai  the  defect  of  the  title  of  their  testator  after  the  deoieios 
of  the  Court  of  Appeals.  But  be  this  as  it  may,  we  think  likm 
qmelDoii  of  liability,  to  the  extent  of  the  mholb^ct  the  fiiutli 
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was  disposed  of  in  the  case  when  hefore  as  on  the  merits,  and 
was  not  reserved  for  the  hearing  on  the  adjustment  of  the 
accounts  before  the  court  below,  on  the  coming  down  of  Ihe 
mandate.    (17  How.,  267.) 

An  objection  has  been  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lant, Williams,  in  respect  to  the  order  of  the  court  below,  per- 
mitting a  supplemental  answer.  We  suppose  this  question 
rather  a  matter  of  practice  than  otherwise,  resting  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  below,  and  as  a  matter  of  convenience 
preparatory  to  the  taking  of  the  account  before  the  master. 
The  answer — and,  for  aught  we  see,  the  object  in  view  might 
as  well  have  been  attained  by  a  petition  to  the  court,  stating 
the  facts — ^was  put  in  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  to  the  notice 
of  the  court  the  matters  relied  on  in  the  adjustment  of  the  ac- 
counts, and  by  way  of  charges  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount 
claimed.  The  proceeding  enabled  the  court  to  give  in  advance 
directions  to  the  master  in  making  the  settlement,  and  thereby 
narrow  the  grounds  of  controversy  before  him,  and  facilitate 
the  bearing.  It  could  work  no  prejudice  to  either  party^,  for 
no  claim  by  way  of  abatement  of  the  account  thus  set  up  in  the 
answer  or  petition  should  be  allowed  by  the  court,  but  what 
was  pertinent  to  the  subject  of  examination  before  the  master. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  satisfied  the  decree  of  the  court  be- 
low was  ri^ht,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  dissented. 


William  Pinknbt  Whttb,  Admikistratob  db  bonis  bov  ov 
John  Goobino,  dbobasbb,  Appbllant,  v.  Robbrt  M.  Oibbbs 

AND  ChARLBS  OlIVBR,  SURVIVING  EXBGUTORS  OF  ROBBRT  OlI- 
TBR,  DBOBASBD ;  AND  BOBBRT  M.  GiBBBS  AND  ChaRLBS  OlIVBR, 

suRvrviNe  Exboutors  of  Robbrt  Olivbr,  dbcbasbd.  Appel- 
lants, V.  Willi  AM  Pinknby  Whttb,  Administrator  db 
bonis  non  of  JoBJr  Goodino,  dbcbasbd. 

Where  the  defendant  appeared  to  a  bill  in  chancery,  and  defended  the  init,  and  ni> 
want  of  jarifldiction  appeared  in  the  record,  and  then  the  complainant  died,  aa 
obiiectlon  that  the  defendants  were  dtixent  of  another  State  comee  too  lalo  wfa«« 
made  to  a  bill  of  rcTivor,  which  is  onlj  a  continnance  of  the  suit 

MoreoTer,  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  comes  too  late  after  a  mandate  has  gono  down 
ftooi  tUs  court  to  the  eonrt  below. 

Thbbh  were  cross  appeals  from  tbe  CSircuit  Coart  of  ths 
United  States  for  the  JJistrict  of  Maryland,  and  were  argued 
together  with  the  preceding  case  by  the  same  counsel. 
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Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  district  of  Maryland. 

The  case  in  principle  is  similar  to  the  case  of  Williams  v. 
The  Executors  of  Robert  Oliver,  in  which  the  opinion  has  just 
been  delivered,  with  the  exception  of  a  question  made  upon  a 
bill  of  revivor. 

The  suit  was  originally  brought  by  John  Gtooding,  jun.,  ad- 
ministrator de  bonis  non  of  the  estate  of  John  Gooding,  sen. 
After  t^e  determination  of  the  cause  b^  tiiis  court,  reversing 
the  decree  below,  and  sending  it  back  with  directions  to  enter  a 
decree  for  the  complainant,  and  to  take  an  account^  the  com- 
plainant died.  Thereupon,  Whyte,  the  present  complainant, 
was  appointed  administrator  de  bonis  noriy  and  filed  a  bill 
of  revivor  of  the  original  suit,  and  presented  a  petition  to 
the  court,  praying  that,  as  the  defendants  were  residents  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  the  subpcena  may  be  served  upon  the 
counsel  of  the  defendants  in  the  original  suit,  which  was 
granted.  The  defendants  appeared,  and  filed  an  ans^^er  to  the 
bill  of  revivor  under  protest,  and  insisted  that  the  court  had 
not  jurisdiction  of  the  ori^nal  suit,  as  the  complainant  in  that 
suit  was  a  citizen  and  resident  of  Virginia,  and  the  defendants 
were  residents  of  New  York.  There  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  any  order  of  the  court  upon  the  question  presented  in 
this  answer;  but  the  cause  proceeded  before  the  master,  where 
it  was  pending  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  of  revivor  and  an- 
swer to  the  same. 

The  point  is  now  taken,  that  as  it  appears  the  defendants 
were  citizens  and  residents  in  New  York  at  the  time  of  the 
filing  of  the  original  bill,  and  also  the  bill  of  revivor,  the  court 
below  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case. 

The  answer  to  this  objection  is,  that  no  want  of  jurisdiction 
appeared  on  the  face  of  the  original  bill,  and  the  defendants 
appeared  and  defended  the  suit;  and,  as  the  bill  of  revivor  is 
but  a  continuance  of  that  suit,  the  residence  of  the  parties  at 
the  time  it  was  filed  is  altogether  immaterial. 

This  question  arose  in  the  case  of  Clarke  v.  Matthewson  et 
al ,  (12  Peters,  164,)  and  was  decided  in  conformity  with  the 
rule  above  stated. 

In  respect  to  the  other  objection,  that  the  court  had  not  juris- 
diction m  the  original  suit,  we  may  add,  in  addition  to  what 
we  have  said,  it  comes  too  late  after  the  mandate  has  gone 
down  to  the  court  below.    (8  How.,  418.) 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  afSLrmed. 

Mr.  Justice  GRIER  dissented. 
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Thomas  A.  Snow  and  Oliver  Palmer,  managers  of  the  Ocbam 
Tow-boat  Compant,  claimants  and  owners  of  the  steam 
TOW-BOAT  "Star,"  and  Oliver  Palmer,  Appellants,  v. 
Oharles  Hill  et  al.,  owners  of  the  ship  "Ocean  Queen," 
AND  Qeorge  Law,  Marshall  O.  Roberts,  and  Bowes  R. 
McIlvaine,  trustees  of  the  United  States  Mail  Steam- 
ship Company,  claimants  and  owners  of  the  steamship 
"Crescent  City." 

^Hiere  a  tow-boat  was  descending  the  Mississippi  riTttr  with  a  yessel  fkstened  to 
each  side,  and  another  at  the  stern,  and  a  collision  ensued  between  one  of  the 
vessels  thns  lashed  and  an  ocean  steamer  ascending  the  rirer,  the  OTidence  shows 
that  the  latter  was  in  ftinlt,  and  mnst  paj  for  all  £e  damage. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Louisiana,  sitting  in  admiralty. 

On  the  night  of  the  5th  Novemher,  1852,  a  colTision  occurred 
at  about  midnight,  in  the  Mississippi  river,  at  a  point  about 
twenty  miles  below  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  between  the 
steamship  Crescent  City  and  the  ship  Ocean  Queen,  then  in 
tow  of  the  steam  tow-boat  Star.  The  Crescent  City  was  at  the 
time  ascending  the  river,  bound  for  New  Orleans.  The  tow- 
boat  Star  was  descending  the  river,  having  in  tow,  on  her 
starboard  side,  the  ship  Charles  and  Jane,  on  her  larboard 
side  the  ship  Ocean  Queen,  and  astern  the  brig  Telegraph. 
The  ships  on  either  side  of  the  tow-boat  were  firmly  lashed  to 
the  latter,  their  bows  projecting  some  distance  beyond  those 
of  the  tow-boat — the  brig  was  about  forty  fathoms  astern.  The 
effect  of  the  collision  was  to  cause  damage  to  both  the  colliding 
vessels — ^and  to  the  ship  Ocean  Queen,  to  such  an  extent  as  to 
compel  her  to  return  to  New  Orleans,  take  out  her  cargo,  and 
there  undergo  extensive  repairs. 

The  owners  of  the  Ocean  Queen  libelled  both  the  tow-boat 
Star  and  the  steamship  Crescent  City.  The  owners  of  the 
Orescent  Citv  libelled  the  Ocean  Queen  and  the  tow-boat  Star, 
to  recover  the  damages  they  had  sustained.  The  owners  of 
the  tow-boat  Star  libelled  the  steamship  Crescent  City,  for  the 
damages  she  sustained  in  the  collision. 

The  cases  were  by  consent  consolidated  and  tried  together. 

The  cause  having  been  brought  to  a  hearing  before  the  Hon. 
T.  H.  McOaleb,  judce  of  the  District  Court,  on  the  4th  March, 
1854,  he  pronounced  a  decree  declaring  that  the  collision  was 
attributable  to  the  improper  position  in  the  river  and  the  bad 
management  of  the  tow-lK)at  Star;  and  he  ordered  a  reference 
to  a  commissioner,  to  ascertain  and  report  the  amount  of  dam* 
age  sustained  by  the  Ocean  Queen. 
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On  the  18th  May,  1854,  the  report  of  the  commissioner  was 
confirmed,  and  a  decree  was  made  in  favor  of  the  owners  of 
the  Ocean  Qneen  against  the  stipnlators  of  the  tow-boat  Star 
for  $19,465.79,  with  interest  from  the  10th  January,  1853,  and 
costs. 

The  libel  against  the  Crescent  City  was  dismissed,  with  costs. 

On  the  25th  May,  1852,  the  Ocean  Tow-boat  Company  ap- 
pealed to  the  Circuit  Coart,  from  the  decree  in  fie^vor  of  the 
owners  of  the  Ocean  Queen. 

On  the  8th  Juue,  1854,  the  owners  of  the  Ocean  Queen  ap- 
pealed to  the  Circuit  Court,  from  that  part  of  the  decree  of  the 
18th  May  which  dismissed  the  libel  against  the  Crescent  City, 
with  costs. 

In  November,  1854,  these  appeals  were  argued  before  the 
Circait  Court;  and  on  the  18th  June,  1855,  a  decree  was  made, 
affirming  that  of  the  court  below,  in  favor  of  the  owners  of  the 
Ocean  Queen,  against  the  tow-boat  Star,  for  the  aforesaid  sum 
of  $19,465.79,  with  interest  from  the  10th  January,  1858,  and 
costs. 

It  further  ordered  the  United  States  Mail  Steamship  Com- 
pany to  pa^  the  costs  of  the  action  of  the  owners  of  the  Ocean 
Queen  agamst  the  Crescent  City. 

It  was  referred  to  a  commissioner  to  ascertain  the  entire 
dam^e  arising  from  the  collision,  and  to  apportion  it  between 
the  iJnited  States  Mail  Steamship  Company,  claimant  of  the 
Crescent  City,  and  the  Ocean  Tow-boat  Company,  claimant  of 
steamboat  Star,  according  to  the  admiralty  rule,  where  there 
has  been  mutual  fault,  each  company  to  bear  its  own  costs. 

On  the  29th  of  June,  1855,  the  Ocean  Tow-boat  Company 
appealed  to  this  court  from  this  decree. 

The  owners  of  the  Ocean  Qneen  appealed  to  this  court  from 
so  much  of  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  as  discharged  the 
owners  of  the  Crescent  City  from  liability  to  them. 

In  November,  1857,  the  commissioner  made  his  report  of 
the  entire  damages  occasioned  by  the  collision  to  the  several 
vessels,  and  the  j^arties  to  the  several  actions,  by  their  respect- 
ive proctors,  having  filed  their  written  consent  to  the  entry  of 
a  decree  confirming  the  report,  on  the  21st  November,  1867,  a 
final  decree  was  entered  in  the  said  actions  in  favor  of  Charles 
Hill  and  others,  owners  of  the  Ocean  Queen,  against  Thomas 
A.  Snow  and  Oliver  Palmer,  managers  of  the  Ocean  Tow- 
boat  Company,  and  Oliver  Palmer,  their  surety,  the  sum  of 
$19,465.79,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent  per  an- 
aum,  and  costs  of  suit 

It  further  decreed  that  the  Ocean  Tow-boat  Company,  upon 
the  payment  of  the  said  last-mentioned  sum,  shonkl  leoover 
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from  the  United  States  Mail  Steamship  Company,  and  Arnold 
Harris  and  Frederick  Fisher,  their  sureties,  the  snm  of  $9,782.89, 
the  one-half  of  the  amount  of  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
Ocean  Queen,  with  interest,  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent.,  and 
one-half  of  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

There  were  other  points  in  the  decree,  which  need  not  be 
mentioned. 

There  were  then  three  appeals  pending  before  this  conrty  viz: 

Cbarus  Hill  it  al.,  implbadbo  with  ths  stbambhip  Obbsout  GfTT,! 

ada,  I 

Oomur  Tow-boat  Gohpaht.  J 

Obaklbb  Hill  it  al.  ^ 

••  r 

Thb  Uhitbd  Btatm  Mail  Stiamship  Oompaht.  j 

Ohablis  Hill  it  al.  ^ 

ad$.  I 

Turn  Uhitid  Statbb  Stbahship  Gompavt.  j 

The  cases  were  finally  narrowed  down  to  the  one  which  is 
at  the  caption  of  this  report,  and  which  was  argued  by  Mr. 
Gushing  on  behalf  of  the  Ocean  Queen,  Mr.  Gutting  on  behalf 
of  the  Crescent  City,  and  Mr.  Benjamin  on  behalf  of  tiie  Ocean 
Tow-boat  Company,  owners  of  the  Star. 

The  ar^ments  upon  both  sides  were  chiefly  drawn  from  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  which  was  somewhat  contradictory.  A 
summary  of  that  portion  of  it  upon  which  the  judgment  was 
based,  will  be  found  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 

Mr.  Justice  McLEAK  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
This  is  an  appeal  in  admiralty  from  the  Circuit  Court  for 
the  eastern  distnct  of  Louisiana. 

Hill  and  others,  as  claimants,  in  their  libel,  state  that  the 
Ocean  Queen,  being  dulv  enrolled,  registered,  and  equipped, 
left  the  ijprt  of  New  Orleans  on  a  voyage  to  Liverpool,  JSng- 
land,  having  a  cargo  of  about  2,780  Dales  of  cotton;  that  on 
the  5th  of  ITovember,  1852,  about  half  past  nine  o'clock,  P. 
M.,  under  the  tow  of  the  tow-boat  Star  on  the  larboard  side, 
the  ship  Charles  and  Jane  on  the  starboard,  and  a  brig  in  tow 
astern,  were  proceeding  down  the  river  Mississippi  for  the 
Balize ;  that  at  about  midnight  on  the  same  evening,  twenty 
miles  below  New  Orleans,  the  steamship  Crescent  City,  then 
ascending  the  river,  came  in  collision  with  the  Ocean  Queen 
on  her  larboard  bow,  cutting  her  to  the  bends,  breaking  her 
planking,  timbers,  and  knees,  and  so  injured  the  ship  as  to 
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disable  her  from  the  prosecation  of  her  voyage,  and  compelled 
her  tx>  return  to  New  Orleans  to  relit;  and  that  the  costs  of 
repairs  and  expenses  amounted  to  the  sum  of  twenty-five  them- 
sand  dollars;  and  a  lien  on  the  Crescent  City  and  the  Star, foe 
the  above  sum,  is  jointly^  and  severally  claimed. 

The  answer  of  the  United  States  Mail  Steamship  Company, 
a  body  corporate,  owner,  says,  the  Crescent  City  was  ascenduig 
the  Mississippi  river  to  the  port  of  New  Orleans,  and  was  at  a 
point  in  the  river  just  below  the  English  Turn,  when,  at  about 
midnight,  the  pilot  and  crew  discovered  a  tow-boat,  which 
proved  to  be  the  Star,  with  the  Ocean  Queen  and  two  other 
vessels,  a  short  distance  in  front,  and  close  to  the  eastern  bank 
of  the  river;  that  there  was  not  sufficient  room  to  pass  between 
the  tow  and  the  bank;  that  the  tow-boat  and  her  tow  were  out 
of  the  usual  course  of  vessels  descending  the  river,  and  that 
the  Crescent  City  was  in  her  proper  position ;  that  the  Ocean 
Queen  had  not  a  light  set  in  her  nsgius  or  elsewhere,  visible  to 
those  on  board  the  Crescent  City ;  that  tne  tow-boat  failed  to  rin^ 
her  bell  or  stop  her  engines  and  fioat,  in  the  manner  pointed 
out  by  law;  that  the  Crescent  City  had  slowed  her  engmes  on 
approaching  the  tow-boat,  and  receiving  no  signal  that  she 
was  descending  the  river,  put  the  helm  of  the  Crescent  City 
to  the  starboard,  so  as  to  pass  outside  of  and  clear  of  the  Star 
and  her  tow;  that  she  was  heading  to  the  western  bank  of  the 
."iver,  and  as  they  approached  her  the  Crescent  City  stopped 
her  engines,  and  then  backed,  and  was  backing  when  the  Ocean 
Queen  and  the  tow-boat  Star  ran  into  the  starboard  bow  of  the 
Orescent  City,  striking  her  about  twelve  feet  from  her  stern, 
and  causing  ^reat  damage. 

That  the  pilot,  officers,  and  crew,  of  the  Crescent  City,  man- 
aged their  boat  with  great  care  and  skill;  that  the  collision 
was  caused  by  negligence  and  want  of  care  of  the  tow-boat 
Star  and  the  Ocean  Queen,  in  not  keeping  their  proper  position 
on  the  river,  in  not  ringing  their  bell,  &;c. 

The  answer  of  the  Tow-boat  Company  to  the  libel  was  filed^ 
denying  the  allegations  it  contained,  and  charging  the  fisiulton 
the  Crescent  City. 

As  the  decision  of  the  court  must  be  governed  by  the  evi- 
dence, it  is  not  important  to  refer  to  the  other  pleadings  in  the 
case. 

David  Kelly,  a  witness,  after  describing  the  tow-boat  and 
the  other  vessels  fastened  to  her,  as  stated  in  the  libel,  said, 
when  they  started  from  New  Orleans  the  Ocean  Queen  had 
one  of  her  own  men  at  the  helm ;  afterwards  the  Star  sent  a 
man  who  took  charge  of  it.  They  proceeded  down  the  river, 
MB  near  the  middle  as  possible.    In  about  an  hour,  one  ^t  the 
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men  from  the  tow-boat  Star  came  on  board  and  set  the  wheel 
agaia.  They  continued  about  the  middle  of  the  river  until 
twelve  o'clock  at  night.  At  this  time  the  witness  wae  on  the 
lookout,  when  he  saw  the  Crescent  City  ascending  the  river  at 
a  great  distance.  The  tow  was  about  the  middle  of  the  river,  a 
little  nearer  the  western  than  the  eastern  shore.  The  night  was 
clear,  so  that  one  could  see  all  over  the  river.  Witness  stood  on 
the  forecastle,  forward,  waiting  for  the  Crescent  City,  suppo- 
sing that  she  would  keep  clear  of  them,  as  there  was  plenty  of 
room  on  the  larboard  side;  but  she  approached  so  near  that 
witness  hailed  her,  and  the  tow-boat  stopped  her  engines  and 
rang  her  bell,  but  to  no  purpose ;  the  Crescent  City  did  not 
alter  her  course;  she  came  so  close  that  witness  could  see  all 
over  her  forecastle  forward,  where  her  lookout  should  have 
been,  but  he  saw  no  one  on  the  lookout.  He  staid  in  his  posi- 
tion until  the  Crescent  City  struck  the  ship  Ocean  Queen  on 
her  larboard  bow.  Witness  then  jumped  on  the  forecastle  and 
ran  atlt,  but  returned  in  a  few  minutes,  and  saw,  for  the  first 
time,  one  or  two  men  on  the  forecastle  of  the  Crescent  City, 
She  struck  the  Ocean  Queen  on  her  larboard  bow,  and  stove 
everything  in  forward;  carried  away  the  larboard  cathead  en- 
tirely, so  that  the  anchor  went  down  the  full  length  of  the 
chain,  and  parted  all  the  fastening  of  the  Ocean  Queen  to  the 
tow-boat,  carried  away  the  guards  of  the  Star,  and  bent  her 
smoke-pipe.  The  tow-boat  brought  the  Ocean  Queen  back  to 
the  city.  The  witness  was  the  only  person  on  watch  on  the 
Ocean  Queen.  There  were  no  lights  hung  out  on  the  vessel, 
but  he  supposes  her  lights  in  the  cabin  must  have  been  visible 
through  the  windows.  Witness  knew  the  river  well;  took 
particular  notice,  and  is  confident,  when  the  Crescent  City  ap- 

groached  the  tow,  it  was  about  the  middle  of  the  river.  The 
tar  did  not  alter  her  course.  When  he  first  saw  the  Crescent 
City,  she  was  about  half  a  mile  distant;  when  he  first  hailed  her, 
she  was  about  four  or  five  times  her  length  from  the  tow. 
Witness  thinks,  when  the  Crescent  City  struck,  she  was  going 
ahead  fast.  The  tow-boat  Star  stopped  her  engine,  and  rang 
her  bell ;  her  light  hung  between  the  smoke-pipe  and  her  for- 
ward fires. 

John  Marston  was  standing  on  the  deck  of  the  Ocean  Queen 
when  he  first  saw  the  Crescent  City ;  she  was  about  five  times 
her  length  oft'.  The  night  was  clear,  and  he  could  distinctly 
see  both  shores.  The  tow-boat  was  heading  down  the  river, 
as  near  the  middle  of  it  as  possible.  She  was  running  about 
seven  knots  an  hour;  he  thinks  the  Crescent  City  was  running'' 
some  eight  or  ten  knots  an  hour  when  .she  struck  the  Ocmh* 
Queen.    There  were  two  aignaMighta  qd  tho.Stajr*  > ;::  ^'  >i 
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Henry  Crowell,  a  witness,  was  on  the  deck  of  the  Ocean 
Vjaeen;  saw  the  ^Crescent  City  half  a  mile  off;  as  she  ap- 
proached, he  hailed  her.  The  tow  was  in  the  middle  of  tho 
riVer,  rather  nearer  to  the  western  than  the  eastern  shore;  of 
this  he  is  confident.  Richard  Matthews  was  master  of  the- 
Ocean  Queen.  The  night  was  clear  and  starlight;  could  see 
botii  shores.  The  Ocean  Queen  was  nearer  the  western  than 
the  eastern  shore.  Soon  after  the  collision,  she  drifted  to  the 
western  shore. 

Henry  J.  Whitney  was  master  of  the  tow-boat;  he  has  been 
engaged  in  that  business  eight  or  ten  years;  heard  the  bell 
ring;  came  immediately  on  deck;  ran  aft,  and  directed  the 
hawser  of  the  brig  to  be  let  go,  in  order  that  he  might  back. 
The  tug  was  near  the  middle  of  the  river,  nearest  to  the  western 
shore.    He  is  positive  as  to  this  fact. 

Witness  has  heard  Captains  Disney,  Chapman,  Brown,  La- 
place, Phillips,  and  others,  say  that  Captain  Foote,  the  pilot 
of  the  Crescent  City,  is  not  considered  as  a  pilot,  and  especially 
among  masters  of  tow-boats.  Peter  Curran  was  pilot  of  the 
Star,  and  on  duty  when  the  collision  occurred.  The  Star  had 
her  full  complement  of  men ;  was  nearer  to  the  western  than 
the  eastern  shore.  On  seeing  the  Crescent  City  coming,  he 
rang  the  bell  to  stop  the  engines ;  theu  rang  the  big  bell  hard^ 
three  or  four  times.  The  Crescent  City  seemed  to  come  to- 
wards them,  on  the  larboard  side,  till  she  got  nearly  abreast 
the  ship's  bow;  then  she  hauled,  as  witness  thought,  nearly 
square  across,  until  she  hit  the  ^hip  between  the  cathead  and 
the  stern,  and  hove  her  over  on  the  guards  of  the  tow-boat, 
which  were  broken.  The  bow  of  the  Ocean  Queen  was  a  little 
ahead  of  the  tow-boat.  Witness  watched  the  lights  of  the 
Crescent  City  when  she  turned  her  bow  westward.  At  that 
time  she  was  about  a  mile  and  a  half  from  the  tow.  She  ap 
peared  to  be  heading  all  the  time  westward,  till  she  came 
abreast  of  the  Ocean  Queen,  when  she  seemed  to  turn  sudden** 
ly,  as  if  she  had  her  helm  hard  a-starboard  to  turn  towards  the 
western  shore. 

Asa  Payson  corroborates  the  above  witnesses  as  to  the  tow 
bein^  in  the  middle  of  the  river,  and  the  direction  taken  by 
the  Crescent  City  across  the  river. 

Foote,  the  pilot  of  the  Crescent  City,  says  he  was  ascending 
the  river  as  near  the  eastern  bank  as  it  was  prudent  and  usutS 
to  ran.  He  descried  the  tow-boat,  being  on  the  lookout^  ilrom 
the  t<m  of  the  pilot-house;  there  was  a  man  on  the  watch  for- 
ward, Mr.  Banshaw,  and  also  one  on  the  deck.  When  he  first 
■aw  tiie  light,  it  was  about  a  point  on  his  port  bow.  He  told 
die  man  at  die  helm  there  was  a  tow  ahead,  and  to  keep  dose 
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in  to  the  eastern  bank,  for  that  was  his  position.  As  he  ap- 
proached the  tow,  an  order  to  slow  the  engines  was  given,  and 
At  the  same  time  witness  said  there  was  a  tow  ahead,  either 
bound  ap  or  at  anchor.  The  engines  were  slowed.  The 
wheelsman  said  he  could  see  no  opening  between  the  tow  and 
the  shore.  Witness  then  directed  him  to  put  his  helm  to  the 
starboard,  and  go  outside  of  the  tow.  As  soon  as  witness  per- 
ceived the  tow  was  descending  the  river,  the  engines  were  or- 
dered to  be  stopped  and  backed.  This  order  was  obeyed,  but  it 
did  not  prevent  the  collision.  The  Crescent  City  was  not  going 
with  force  when  the  collision  occurred.  Captain  Davenport  ap- 
peared just  after  the  collision,  when  the  bows  of  the  boats  were 
-still  together.  This  was,  he  thinks,  about  twice  the  length  of 
the  boat  from  the  eastern  bank.  He  is  confident,  when  he  first 
saw  the  tow,  it  was  not  in  the  middle  of  the  river.  If  he  could 
have  seen  between  the  tow  and  the  eastern  shore,  he  should 
have  kept  near  the  shore;  but  not  seeing  an  opening,  he  took 
a  western  direction,  which  was  his  proper  course. 

Several  witnesses  were  examinea  who  were  on  board  the 
Crescent  City,  all  of  whom,  more  or  less,  corroborated  the  im- 
pression of  the  pilot,  that  they  were  very  near  the  eastern  shore, 
.and  that  between  the  tow  and  that  shore  there  was  not  room 
for  the  Crescent  City  to  pass. 

From  what  has  been  stated  in  the  pleadings  and  testimony, 
it  will  be  seen  that  in  this,  as  in  other  cases  of  collision, 
the  theories  of  the  respective  parties  are  in  conflict.  Both 
•cannot  be  true;  and  if  either  be  so  to  the  extent  claimed,  the 
li^t  and  the  wrong  are  established. 

The  claimants  allege  that  the  Ocean  Queen  in  charge  of  the 
steam  tow-bost  Star,  with  two  other  vessels,  was  descending 
the  river  Mississippi,  about  twenty  miles  below  New  Orleans, 
being  near  the  middle  of  the  river,  rather  nearer  to  the  western 
than  the  eastern  bank,  was  run  into  by  the  Crescent  City,  and 
injured  as  described. 

Some  eight  or  ten  witnesses  called  in  behalf  of  the  claim- 
ants — some  of  them  experienced  pilots,  and  well  acquainted 
with  the  river — ^being  on  board  the  Star  tow-boat,  or  one 
of  the  boats  &stened  to  it,  and  several  of  them  witnessed 
the  collision,  a  part  of  whose  testimony  is  above  stated,  and 
they  all  conduce  to  establish  the  allegations  in  the  libel.  They 
show  that  the  tow-boat  was  in  her  proper  course  in  the  middle 
of  the  river,  or  rather  nearer  to  the  western  than  the  eastern 
shore,  and  this  all  the  witneses  admit  was  the  usual  and  proper 
course.  They  also  show  that  the  Star  had  lights,  and  that  there 
was  no  want  of  care  in  her  management.  Her  course  down  the 
middle  of  the  river  was  continued,  and  on  the  approach  of  the 
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OreBcent  City,  &0  as  to  threaten  a  collision,  the  hawser  which 
fastened  the  brig  to  the  stern  was  thrown  off,  so  that  the  tow* 
boat  might  back ;  the  engines  were  stopped,  and  the  ai>proach- 
in^  boat  was  hailed,  the  bells  rang,  and  the  Star  was  inclined 
still  further  to  the  western  shore.  More  than  this  could  not 
be  done,  nor  required  of  the  tow-boat  with  her  towage.  Being 
in  her  right  position,  the  Star  had  no  reason  to  apprehend  a 
collision  until  the  danger  became  imminent.  And  when  this 
was  .apparent,  nothing  more  could  be  done  by  the  tow-boat 
than  was  done.  It  would  be  a  strange  rule  of  navigation  ta 
require  a  boat  descending  in  the  middle  of  a  river,  more  than 
twenty-four  hundred  feet  in  width,  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of 
a  vessel  ascending  the  river  close  to  the  shore,  a  thousand  feet 
from  the  descendmg  boat,  which  should  change  its  course  to  a 
direction  across  the  river,  out  of  its  proper  course,  and  with 
the  view  of  crossing  the  bow  of  the  descending  boat.  No 
stronger  case  could  be  put  or  imagined,  to  show  fault  in  the 
ascending  boat. 

The  theory  of  the  Crescent  City  is  unreasonable,  and  is  un- 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  It  was  ascending,  as  alleged,  the 
eastern  shore  of  the  river,  as  near  to  it  as  could  safely  be  navi- 
gated, until  the  light  of  the  tow-boat  was  discovered,  which 
was  directly  ahead,  and  so  close  to  the  shore  as  not  to  give 
room  for  the  ascending  boat  to  pass  between  it  and  the  shore. 
This  is  untrue,  if  the  facts  be  true  as  to  the  position  of  the 
tow-boat. 

The  position  of  the  tow-boat  is  proved  by  experienced  pilots 
and  river  men,  well  acquainted  with  the  river  for  many  years, 
and  whose  character  for  truth  has  not  been  questioned.  Thev 
say  that  they  could  see  both  shores,  and  that  from  their  knowi- 
eage  of  the  river  they  cannot  be  mistaken. 

To  counteract  this  proof,  there  is  nothing  but  the  statements 
of  the  pilot  of  the  Crescent  City,  who  is  proved  to  be  ignorant 
and  incompetent,  and  two  or  three  witnesses  on  board  that 
vessel,  who  were  not  shown  to  have  a  knowledge  of  the  river. 
The  pilot  directed  the  helm  to  the  starboard,  with  the  view  of 
passing  the  tow  on  the  western  side.  And  this  course  Was  con- 
tinued until  the  collision  occurred,  by  striking  the  larboard  bow 
of  the  Ocean  Queen.  This  bow  was  a  little  in  advance  of  the  Star. 

Whilst  one  or  two  of  the  witnesses  speak  favorably  of  Foote, 
the  pilot,  the  greater  number  speak  of  him  as  ignorant  of  his 
duties,  and  not  fit  for  a  pilot.  And  in  addition  to  this,  it 
seems  he  was  not  acquainted  vrith  the  river.  This  is  shown 
to  some  extent,  as  he  seems  to  have  relied  more  on  ttie  opinion 
of  the  man  at  ^e  hehn,  than  on  his  own  knowledge  and  jrjdf?- 
ment 
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The  place  of  collision,  as  appears  from  a  survey  of  the  river, 
is  2,420  feet  wide;  and  if  the  tovr  was  in  the  middle  of  the 
river,  there  were  twelve  hundred  and  ten  feet  between  the  tow 
and  the  eastern  shore,  which  afforded  room  for  three  vessels  to 
pass  abreast,  of  the  capacity  of  the  Crescent  City. 

The  statement  of  Foote  is  conclusive  against  his  theory.  He 
starboarded  his  helm,  to  pass  the  western  side  of  the  tow.  His 
approach  was  seen  by  those  on  board  the  Star  and  the  other 
vessels  connected  with  her,  some  time,  and  preparations  were 
made  to  avoid  the  collision.  This  shows  that  Foote  was  mis- 
taken as  to  the  position  of  the  tow,  and  this  mistake  was  fatal* 
Whether  it  resulted  from  his  ignorance  of  the  course  of  the 
river,  or  of  his  duties  as  a  pilot,  or  from  both,  is  immaterial. 
It  shows  that  the  Crescent  City  was  in  fault,  as  the  colliding 
vessel. 

It  is  alleged  that  the  Ocean  Queen  had  no  lights,  and  that 
on  the  approach  of  the  Crescent  City  the  Star  did  not  stop  her 
engines  and  float,  as  the  statute  of  Louisiana  requires  of  the 
descending  boat.  The  Ocean  Queen  was  passive,  following  in 
the  tow  of  the  Star;  her  lights  were  not  required  to  be  hung 
out.  The  tow-boat  Star  was  responsible  for  her  safe  naviga- 
tion, so  far  as  skill  and  knowledge  of  the  river  were  concerned; 
but  it  was  not  responsible  for  the  wrongs  of  other  boats,  which 
could  not,  reasonably,  be  avoided. 

The  statute  of  Louisiana  referred  to,  we  think,  is  not  in  the 
ease;  from  the  facts  proved,  its  requirements  could  have  had 
no  application. 

The  Ocean  Queen  was  bound  to  a  foreign  country;  the 
Crescent  City  was  cariying  on  an  intercourse  between  New 
Orleans  and  the  Atlantic  States.  The  agency  of  the  tow-boat 
did  not  change  the  character  of  the  commerce  in  which  the 
vessels  were  engaged.  The  Ocean  Queen  was  propelled  by 
steam,  and  whetner  the  power  be  located  in  the  tug  or  in  the 
ship,  can  be  of  little  or  no  importance.  It  was  subject  to  the 
admiralty  jurisdiction,  and  to  the  rules  applied  to  vessels  hav- 
ing^ the  same  motive  power. 

The  Circuit  Court  decreed  aminst  the  Tow-boat  Company 
in  aolidOj  the  sum  of  $19,465.79  damages,  with  interest  thereon 
at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent  per  annum  from  the  10th  of  Jan* 
nary,  1858,  till  paid,  and  costs  of  suit;  and  that  the  Tow-boat 
Company,  upon  the  pavment  of  the  above  sum,  shall  have  and 
recover  from  the  Al^il  Steamship  Company,  &;c.,  $9,782.89^ 
the  one-half  of  the  sum  decreed  as  above. 

In  this  decree  we  think  there  is  error.  The  tow-boat  was 
not  in  fetnlt  Her  equipments  and  crew  were  such  as  the  law 
required,  and  the  usage  of  the  service.    In  nothing  did  tb« 
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tow-boat  fail,  which  in  the  least  conduced  to  the  disaster.  The 
Crescent  City  was  wholly  in  fault,  and  the  decree  for  the  dam* 
ages  suffered  by  the  Ocean  Queen  should  have  been  against  the 
colliding  boat.  The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  therefore 
reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  that  court,  with  direc- 
tions to  enter  a  decree  for  the  above  damage  a^nst  the  Mail 
Steamship  Company,  their  sureties,  &;c.,  and  also  the  sum  of 
two  hundred  and  eight  dollars  and  ninety-seven  cents  for  the 
damage  done  to  the  tow-boat,  and  also  for  costs. 


William  Holoombb,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  t;.  John  McEusiok, 
Jonathan  E.  MoKusick,  Christopher  Carlb,  Horaob  K. 
MoEiNSTRY,  Elias  McEIean,  and  Joseph  C.  Yore. 

Where  there  ifM  a  demurrer  to  some  parts  of  a  replicatioa,  and  a  motion  to  tirik* 
oat  other  parts,  still  leanng  in  the  replication  some  essential  allegations,  a  Judf^ 
ment  upon  the  demurrer  and  motion  to  strike  out  was  not  snch  a  final  Jadgmo&t 
as  can  be  reviewed  by  this  court 

This  case  was  brought  un,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Territory  of  Minnesota. 
The  case  is  stated  m  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Bradl^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  upon 
which  side  there  was  also  a  brief  filed  by  Mr.  Brisbm  and  Mr. 
SUvenSj  and  by  Mr.  Cashing  and  Mr.  GKULei  for  the  defendants. 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  coart 

This  is  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Terri- 
tory of  Minnesota. 

The  suit  in  the  court  below  was  brought  to  recover  dama^ 
for  wrongfully  euterinj^  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house  at  Still- 
water, Minnesota  Territory,  and  doing  great  injury  to  the  same, 
removing  it  from  its  foundations,  damaging  and  destroying  the 
personal  property  therein,  &c. 

The  defendants,  in  their  answer,  set  forth  an  act  of  the  Le^^ 
islature  of  the  Territory  of  Minnesota,  incorporating  the  city 
of  Stillwater,  and  conferring  upon  the  municipal  authorities 
the  usual  powers  for  the  well  government  of  the  inhabitants 
thereof;  the  organization  of  the  government  of  the  city  unde. 
its  charter,  and  the  election  of  its  officers,  and,  among  others, 
that  one  of  the  defendants,  J.  E.  McKusick,  was  elected  mar* 
shaL  The  answer  set  forth,  also,  an  ordinance  passed  by  the 
eitj  council,  in  pursuance  of  authority  given  by  the  charter, 
wluch,  among  other  things,  provided  for  the  removal  of  ob* 
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«tr  actions  in  the  public  streets  and  landing  places,  and  con- 
ferred authority  upon  the  marshal  to  remove  such  obstructions* 
The  answer  then  sets  forth  that  the  plaintiff's  dwelling  was 
erected  upon  Main  street  in  the  city,  and  obstructed  the  free 
use  of  the  same,  and  had  become  a  public  nuisance;  and  that 
the  marshal  removed  the  said  obstruction,  in  pursuance  of  the 
authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  ordinance,  which  is  the 
act  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  other  defend- 
ants were  called  in  to  his  assistance  in  the  performance  of  this 
duty.  The  answer  then  denies  the  special  damage  set  up  in  the 
complaint. 

The  plaintiff,  in  reply  to  the  new  matter  set  forth  in  the 
answer,  denies,  accordmg  to  the  formula  prescribed  by  the  Min- 
nesota code,  the  existence  of  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Still- 
water, set  forth  in  the  answer,  and  avers  that  no  act  of  incor 
? oration  was  ever  published,  as  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  the 
territory.  The  plaintiff  then  sets  out  at  large  a  charter  of  the 
city,  which  was  published  according  to  law ;  denies  the  elec- 
tion of  the  municipal  authorities  under  the  charter,  also  the 
existence  of  any  city  ordinance  passed  bv  the  city  council ;  and 
the  election  of  the  defendant,  McKusicK,  his  qualification  in 
the  office,  or  that  he  ever  entered  upon  his  duties.  The  plain- 
tiff also  denies  that  his  dwelling-house  was  erected  on  Main 
ffsreet,  or  that  it  obstructed  the  same. 

There  is  also  a  long  statement  respecting  the  title  to  the 
land  embraced  within  the  corporate  limits  of  Stillwater,  which 
it  is  not  material  to  set  forth.  The  plaintiff  further  denies 
that,  in  making  the  removal  of  the  dwelling-house,  the  defend- 
ants used  proper  care  and  caution  to  prevent  unnecessary  dam- 
age. 

The  defendants  have  demurred  to  all  that  portion  of  the  re- 
ply which  commences  with  denving  the  existence  of  the  act  of 
incorporation  of  the  city  of  Stillwater,  and  including  the  char- 
ter set  forth  in  the  answer.  They  demur  also  to  the  allegation 
in  the  answer,  stating  that  the  dwelling-house  was  erected  prior 
to  the  12th  day  of  September,  1848 ;  and,  also,  to  all  that  part 
of  the  answer  relating  to  the  title  to  the  land  embraced  within 
the  city  of  Stillwater. 

The  defendants  also  made  a  motion  to  strike  out  certain  por^ 
tions  of  the  reply,  which  was  granted,  but  it  is  not  material  to 
notice  the  portions  particularly. 

The  District  Court  of  the  Territory  sustained  the  demurrer 
of  the  defendants  to  the  portions  of  me  plaintiff's  reply  above 
referred  to,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend.  No  amend- 
ment having  been  made,  judgment  upon  tlie  demurrer  was 
made  absolute,  with  costs.    An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  So 
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preme  Court  of  the  Territory,  where  the  judgment  below  wa» 
affirmed,  with  costs.  The  case  is  now  here  on  a  writ  of  error 
to  this  court. 

The  portions  of  the  reply  demurred  to,  and  also  those 
stricken  out  on  motion,  must  be  regarded  as  disposed  of,  and 
it  will  be  necessary  to  look  at  those  portions  left,  which  have 
neither  been  demurred  to  nor  stricken  out,  and  therefore  re- 
main unanswered.  One  portion  of  the  repl^  in  this  predica- 
ment is  as  follows:  '^And  the  plaintiff  denies  that  the  said 
dwelling-house  obstructed  Main  street,  in  the  city  of  Stillwa- 
ter, or  uiat  the  same  was  kept  or  maintained  as  a  public  nui- 
sance." 

Another  is,  a  denial  of  the  existence  of  the  ordinance  of  the 
city  council  of  Stillwater,  conferring  authority  upon  the  mar- 
shal to  remove  obstructions  in  the  public  streets;  also  a  denial 
that  the  defendant,  J.  E.  McKusick,  was  elected  marshal,  or 
had  qualified  as  such;  and,  further,  a  denial  by  the  plaintiff  of 
the  allegation  in  the  answer,  that  the  removal  of  the  dwelling- 
house  was  made,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage,  &;c. 

All  these  matters,  in  repl  v  to  alle^tions  in  the  answer,  con- 
stitute issues  of  fact  upon  the  record,  undisposed  of;  and  it  is 
quite  clear,  until  disposed  of  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  the 
plaintiff*  would  be  entitled  to  recover.  Thev  put  in  issue  the 
authority  of  the  defendants  to  remove  the  dwelling-house,  which 
is  set  up  in  the  answer;  and  also  present  a  case,  in  which,  if 
the  general  authority  to  remove  obstructions  from  streets  ex- 
isted, it  would  not  protect  the  defendants,  as  the  dwelling- 
house  was  not  within  the  limits  of  the  street  as  claimed ;  also, 
if  within  it,  unnecessary  force  was  used,  and  unnecessary  dam- 
age done  to  the  building  in  the  act  of  removal. 

On  the  trial  before  the  jury,  the  defendants  would  be  obliged 
to  meet  these  several  issues,  and  maintain  the  allegations  in 
their  answer,  before  they  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict,  as  eidier 
of  them,  if  found  for  the  plaintiff,  would  have  displaced  the 
justification  set  up  in  the  answer. 

The  whole  of  the  cause,  therefore,  in  the  court  below,  was 
not  disposed  of,  and  no  final  judgment  rendered,  upon  which  a 
writ  of  error  from  this  court  would  lie.  It  is  the  settled  prac- 
tice of  this  court,  and  the  same  in  the  King's  Bench  in  Eng- 
land, that  the  writ  will  not  lie  until  the  whole  of  (he  matters 
m  controversy  in  the  suit  below  are  disposed  of.  The  writ 
itself  is  conditional,  and  does  not  authorize  the  court  below  to 
send  up  the  case,  unless  all  the  matters  between  the  parties  to 
the  record  have  been  determined.  The  cause  is  not  to  be  seat 
up  in  fragments.    (11  How.,  82;  21  Wend.,  667.) 

The  statutes  of  Minnesota  have  provided  for  an  appeal  from 
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the  IHstrict  to  the  Supreme  Court,  on  an  interlocutory  order 
affecting  the  merits.  (Stat.  Minn.,  p.  414,  sec.  7.)  It  was^ 
therefore,  properly  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  tlie  Terri- 
tory ;  but  that  practice  cannot  govern  this  court  in  revising  the 
judgments  of  the  court  below  in  this  court. 

We  have  rarely  in  our  experience  examined  a  case,  which  m 
its  principles  is  common  and  readily  understood,  so  compli- 
cated and  confused  by  the  mode  of  pleading  which  has  been 
pursued,  and  which  it  is  understood  is  in  conformity  with  the 
system  adopted  in  this  Territory.  The  pleadings  raise  many 
immaterial  and  even  trivial  questions  of  fact  and  law,  whica 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  substantial  merits  of  the  case,  and 
seem,  in  practical  operation,  whatever  may  be  the  system  in 
theory,  to  turn  the  attention  of  courts  and  counsel  to  small 
matters  as  of  serious  import,  which  are  undeserving  a  moment's 
consideration,  overlooking  or  disregarding  the  most  material 
and  controlling  questions  involved. 

The  demurrers  are  put  in  to  detached  statements  in  the  an- 
swer, the  statements  thus  demurred  to  loosely  made,  and  often 
Incongruous  in  themselves,  and  upon  which  no  principle  of 
law  can  be  raised  or  applied  to  govern  the  decision. 

The  system  is  anomalous,  and  involves  the  absurd  and  im- 

f)racticable  experiment  of  attempting  to  administer  common- 
aw  remedies  under  civil-law  modes  of  pleading,  and  these  very 
much  perplexed  and  complicated  by  emendations  and  additions. 
The  case  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  ther^ 
being  no  final  judgment  in  the  court  below. 


Thomas  MoCabgo,  PLAnrnvF  in  Ebbob,  v.  John  L.  Ohapmah. 

An  order  of  the  Oircnit  Ooort  to  quash  aa  ezecatioiii  is  not  saoh  a  judgment  at 
can  be  reviewed  in  this  court  by  a  writ  of  error. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  die  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of  Missift- 
rippi. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  set  forth  in  the  opinion  of  the  court* 

It  was  areued  by  Mr.  Bradley  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
by  Mr.  Bcmer  for  the  defendant,  upon  which  side  there  wa» 
also  a  brief  by  Mr.  Badger  and  Mr.  OarlisU. 

Mr.  Justice  MoLEAN  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  ^ 
This  case  is  brought  before  us  by  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Oii^ 
eoit  Court  for  the  southern  district  of  Mississippi. 
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On  the  14th  of  May,  1855,  the  defendant  moved  to  quash  an 
execution  issaed  in  the  above  case,  on  tvro  grounds:  first,  be- 
<^au8e  the  same  issued  more  than  seven  years  after  a  prior  exe> 
oution;  second,  because  the  same  issued  more  than  seven 
years  after  the  return  of  the  last  preceding  execution,  in  said 
<^au8e. 

On  this  motion  the  defendant  read  to  the  court  the  record 
of  the  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court,  which  was  entered  for 
the  sum  of  twenty-one  hundred  and  nine  dollars,  and  costs; 
on  which  an  execution  was  issued  the  15th  of  June,  1848,  and 
was  returned,  no  property  found;  and  afterwards,  an  alius  JL 
fa.  was  issued,  the  20th  of  April,  1855,  which  was  levied  on 
lots  3  and  6,  section  35,  township  14,  range  6  west,  as  the 
property  of  the  defendant,  which  was  not  sold  for  want  of 
time. 

It  appeared  that  no  other  execution  ever  issued  upon  the 
Above  judgment,  and  the  court  sustained  the  motion  and 
quashed  the  execution,  to  which  an  exception  was  taken. 
This  writ  of  error  is  intended  to  bring  before  us  the  question, 
whether  the  motion  to  quash  the  execution  was  properly  sus- 
tained. A  preliminary  question,  however,  arises,  whether  a 
writ  of  error  can  be  maintained,  on  the  decision  of  the  above 
motion. 

The  jadiciaiy  act  of  1789  authorizes  this  court  to  revise  final 
judgments  by  a  writ  of  error.  And  this  court  say,  in  Toland 
«?.  Sprague,  12  Curtis,  784,  that  a  decision  of  the  court  upon  a 
rule  or  motion  is  not  of  that  character.  And  in  Boyle  v. 
Zacharie,  10  Curtis,  the  court  say:  ''In  modern  times,  courts 
of  law  exercise  a  summary  jurisaiction,  upon  motion,  over  ex- 
ecutions, and  quash  them,  without  putting  a  party  to  his  writ 
of  audita  querda;  but  these  motions  are  addressed  to  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  court,  and  their  refusal  is  not  a  ground  for  a 
writ  of  error.''  In  Mountz  v,  Hodgson,  2  Curtis,  124,  it  is 
said:  ''A  refusal  of  the  court  below  to  quash  the  execution  on 
motion,  is,  by  some  of  the  judges,  supposed  not  to  be  a  judgment 
to  which  a  writ  of  error  will  lie.  Others  are  of  opinion  that  a 
writ  of  error  will  lie  to  that  decision  of  the  court;  but  that  the 
wnt  of  error  is  not  to  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  but 
to  that  of  the  justices."  In  the  case  of  Early  v,  Rogers  et  al., 
16  How.,  599,  it  is  said:  '^Whether  a  court  will  quash  an  ex- 
ecution on  account  of  proceedings  against  the  debtor,  as  the 
garnishee  of  the  creditor,  is  a  question  appealing  to  the  dis* 
cretion  of  the  court  below,  and  a  court  of  error  cannot  revise 
its  decision  thereon." 

In  Brooks  v.  Hunt,  17  John.,  484,  a  motion  was  made  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  New  York  to  set  aside  9k  fieri  fadoh^  on  th« 
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gtovLTL^  that  theparty  was  discharged  under  the  insolvent  law» 
of  the  State.  The  court  refused  the  motion ;  and,  on  error 
brought,  the  court  of  errors  of  New  York  quashed  the 
writ  of  error.  Mr.  Chancellor  Kent,  on  behalf  of  the  court, 
assigned  as  one  of  the  grounds  of  quashing  the  writ  of  error, 
that  the  rule  or  order  denying  the  motion  was  not  a  judg- 
ment within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  New 
York. 

And  yet  it  is  said  in  Co.  Litt,  288,  b,  that  a  writ  of  error 
lieth  when  a  man  is  grieved  by  an  error  in  the  foundation, 
proceeding,  judgment,  or  execution  in  a  suit.  But  it  i» 
added  in  the  same  authority,  ''without  a  judgment,  or  an 
award  in  the  nature  of  a  Judgment,  no  writ  of  error  doth 
lie."  And  the  court  say,  m  the  case  of  Boyle  ».  Zacharie, 
^^If,  therefore,  there  is  an  erroneous  award  of  execution, 
not  warranted  hy^  the  judgment,  or  erroneous  proceedings 
under  the  execution,  a  writ  of  error  will  lie  to  redress  the 
grievance." 

Whatever  discrepancies  may  be  found  in  decisions  on  this 
subject,  we  think  a  writ  of  error  will  not  lie  on  any  judgment, 
under  the  act  of  1789,  which  is  not  final,  in  whatever  form  it 
shall  be  given.  This  may  be  illustrated  by  the  case  before  us. 
In  this  case,  the  Circuit  Court  quashed  the  execution ;  and,  bj 
a  writ  of  error,  we  are  called  on  to  revise  that  decision.  What 
will  be  the  effect  of  an  affirmance  ?  May  not  the  Circuit  Court 
issue  another  execution  on  the  same  judgment?  In  short,  ift 
the  action  of  the  Circuit  Court  final  as  to  anything  except  the 
particular  motion  before  it?  Mav  it  not  be  followed  oy  an- 
other motion  of  the  same  import  f  If  the  writ  of  error  may 
be  allowed  to  one  partjr,  it  cannot  be  denied  to  the  oliier.  Ana 
to  what  motions  shall  it  be  limited? 

It  has  uniformly  been  held  that  error  will  not  lie,  without  a 
statutoiy  provision,  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  to  amend  the 
pleadings,  or  any  other  motion  which  depends  upon  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court. 

If,  in  the  lan^aj^e  of  this  court  in  Boyle  v.  Zacharie,  an  ex- 
ecution should  be  issued  not  authorized  by  the  judgment,  the 
court,  on  motion,  would  set  it  aside  or  quash  it;  and  should  it 
refuse  to  do  so,  a  mandamus  would  seem  to  be  the  proper 
remedy.  It  is  a  writ  which  may  be  issued  to  inferior  qourta 
and  magistrates,  to  require  them  to  execute  that  justice  which 
the  party  is  entitled  to,  and  which,  by  law,  they  are  eigoined 
to  do.  And  where  there  is  no  other  remedy. 

Thie  writ  of  etior  is  dismissed,  for  want  of  juriadictioii. 
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John  R.  Iryinb,  Appellant,  v.  William  R.  Marshall  ahd 
Thomas  Barton. 

At  a  sale  of  public  lands  in  a  Territory,  an  agent  who  pnrchased  for  another  mutt 
account,  as  trustee,  to  his  employer,  although  the  statutes  of  the  Territory  haT« 
abolished  all  resulting  trusts. 

The  United  States,  being  the  owner  of  the  public  lands  within  the  States  and  Ter- 
ritories, have  the  right  to  say  to  whom,  in  what  mode,  and  by  what  title,  th9f 
shall  be  conveyed. 

It  promotes  the  public  sales,  that  agents  should  be  allowed  to  attend  and  porchaa^ 
under  the  usual  responsibility  of  agents  or  trustees. 

The  control,  enjoyment,  and  disposal,  by  the  United  States,  of  their  own  property, 
is  independent  of  the  locality  of  such  property,  whether  it  be  situated  in  a  State 
or  Territory ;  nor  are  the  contracts  of  the  (Government  with  respect  to  subjects 
within  its  constitutional  competency,  local,  or  confined  in  their  effects  and  ope- 
ration strictly  to  the  sites  of  the  subjects  to  which  they  relate. 

Although  a  certificate  may  be  the  subject  of  bargain  and  sale,  yet  the  United 
States  can  take  care  that  the  conveyance  shall  be  made  to  him  who  is  In  good 
faith  their  vendee. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  as  courts  of  equity  is  ample  to 
enforce  the  performance  of  trusts  under  both  the  Constitution  and  laws. 

The  United  States  can  declare  by  Congress  what  the  law  shall  be  with  respeel  to 
the  public  lands,  and  enforce  that  law  through  the  judiciary  department 

Although  the  officers  of  the  land  department  may  in  practice,  and  as  a  rule  of  coa« 
Tenience,  have  received  the  certificate  of  purchase  as  evidence  of  title,  yet  neither 
that  practice  nor  the  certificate  itself  can  control  the  power  either  of  the  United 
States  or  of  this  court,  to  acyudge  or  to  confirm  the  title  to  the  land  to  the  tme 
owner. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Torri-  | 

tory  of  Minnesota. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  Cooper  for  the  appellant,  and  by  Mr. 
BradJUy  for  the  appellee,  upon  which  side  there  was  also  filed 
a  brief  by  Mr.  Brisbia  and  Mr.  Stevens. 

Mr.  Justice  DANIEL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
The  proceedings  in  this  cause,  thous^h  in  form  somewhat 
anomalous  and  peculiar,  may  be  regarded  as  presenting  sub* 
stantially  the  case  of  a  bill  for  the  specific  performance  of  a 
contract;  a  demurrer  to  the  relief  sought  by  that  bill,  a  decree 
(or  what  in  the  proceedings  is  called  a  jud|2nnent)  sustaining 
the  demurrer,  although  there  is  no  express  or  formal  direction 
or  order  for  a  dismission  of  the  bill ;  and  a  general  aflirmance, 
bv  what  is  styled  the  Judgment  >f  the  Supreme  Court  of  tlie 
Territory,  of  the  decision  of  the  District  Court. 

The  appellant,  in  his  complaint  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
Territory,  alleges,  that  at  a  sale  of  public  lands  which  occurred 
on  the  11th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  1854,  at  the  land 
office  at  Stillwater,  in  the  Territory  of  Minnesota,  in  parsup 
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ance  of  the  proclamation  of  the  President  of  the  TJnited  States, 
the  appellee,  Marshall,  as  the  agent,  and  with  the  funds  and 
under  the  authority  of  the  complainant,  and  of  the  appellee. 
Barton,  purchased  for  them  the  southwest  quarter  of  section 
number  seven,  in  township  number  twenty-eight  north,  of 
range  twenty-three  west,  in  the  county  of  Ramsey,  contaiuine 
one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  at  the  price  of  one  dollar  ana 
twenty-hve  cents  per  acre,  making  an  aggre^te  of  two  hun- 
dred dollars  for  the  entire  purchase;  the  certificate  for  which 
purchase  was,  with  the  assent  of  the  complainant  and  Barton, 
issued  in  the  name  of  their  said  agent,  Marshall.  That  not- 
withstanding the  equality  of  interest  in  the  land  in  the  com- 
plainant and  Barton,  and  the  fact  that  the  price  was  furnished 
by  them  in  equal  portions,  viz:  one  hundred  dollars  by  each 
of  these  parties,  the  appellee.  Barton,  has  claimed  the  entire 
tract  of  land;  and  the  agent,  Marshall,  in  consequence,  or  un- 
der the  pretext  of  this  pretension,  refuses  to  convey  to  the 
complainant  his  rightful  portion,  viz :  one  full  undivided  moiety 
of  these  lands. 

The  bill  next  charges,  that  Marshall  is  about  to  convey  the 
whole  of  the  land  to  Barton,  in  fraud  of  the  complainant's 
rights,  and  concludes  with  a  prayer  that  Marshall  may  be  en- 
ioined  from  executing  such  a  conveyance  to  Barton,  and  may 
be  compelled  to  convey  to  the  complainant  his  full  undivided 
half  part  of  the  land,  in  conformity  with  the  terms  and  objects 
of  the  purchase;  it  contains  also  a  prayer  for  general  relie£ 
To  this  complaint  there  was  no  answer;  but  the  record  of  the 
District  Court  discloses  the  following  entries: 

"  Territory  of  Minnesota,  county  of  Ramsey.  District  Court, 
second  district.  John  R.  Irvine  against  William  R.  Marshall 
and  Thomas  Bai*ton.  Then  came  the  defendants,  bv  their 
attorney,  and  clemur  to  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  herein, 
and  specify  the  following  grounds  of  demurrer: 

*^  First.  The  complaint  docs  not  state  on  its  face  facts  suffi- 
cient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

^*  Second.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant,  Mar- 
shall, purchased  the  land  mentioned  therein,  in  trust  for  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  Barton.  No  trust  arises  or  can 
grow  out  of  the  facts  stated. 

"Third.  Admitting  that  a  trust  could  arise  upon  the  facts, 
the  complaint  does  not  show  the  plaintifi*  entitled  to  the  re- 
lief sought,  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  specify  the  nature  of  the 
trust 

"Fourth.  There  is  a  defect  of  the  parties  defendants;  itdoee 
not  appear  that  the  defendant.  Barton,  has  any  interest  in  the 
event  of  the  action.    It  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant^ 
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Barton,  has  any  interest  ^  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  advene  to 
the  plaintiff.'  " 

Kext  follows  the  decision,  judgment,  or  decree,  hy  whichso- 
ever of  these  titles  it  mav  be  appropriately  designated,  in  these 
wordi?:  *^  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  con- 
veyance was  taken  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
complainant,  nor  that  the  purchase  was  made  in  violation  of 
some  trust.  The  complainant  does  not  therefore  bring  him- 
self within  the  provisions  of  sec.  9,  p.  202,  of  the  revised  stat- 
utes, and  tiie  demurrer  must  be  sustained.  See  also  sec.  5,  of 
the  same  chapter.  I  do  not  discover  any  defect  of  parties* 
The  plaintiff  has  twenty  days  to  amend,  so  as  to  bring  his 
complaint  within  the  provisions  of  sec.  9  referred  to,  if  he  shall 
be  advised  that  the  facts  will  warrant  it.'* 

There  having  been  no  amendment  of  the  pleadings  in  the 
District  Court,  either  proposed  or  allowed,  the  decision  of  that 
court  must  be  regarded  as  final  between  the  parties  upon  the 
case,  as  disclosed  on  the  face  of  the  record ;  and  that  decision 
having  been  taken  by  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Ter- 
ritory, the  following  transcript  is  certified  as  containing  the 
proceedings  ol  the  latter  tribunal  in  this  cause: 

''July  15,  1856.  John  R.  Irvine,  appellant,  v.  Marshall  and 
Barton,  respondents.  This  cause  having  been  argued  and  sub- 
mitted, after  due  consideration  of  the  matters  at  issue  herein, 
it  appears  to  the  court  that  in  the  order  and  judgment  thereon 
in  the  court  below,  there  is  no  error.  It  is  therefore  ordered 
that  said  judgment  be  in  all  things  affirmed,  with  costs  to 
resDondents." 

The  omission  in  this  latter  decision  of  any  statement  of  the 
particular  grounds  on  which  it  has  been  placed,  and  the  gen- 
eral reference  made  by  it  to  the  opinion  of  the  District  Court, 
not  showing  the  principles  and  the  authority  on  which  the 
judgment  of  affirmance  has  been  rested,  lead  necessarily  to  an 
examination  of  the  opinion  of  the  District  Court  as  the  true 
test  of  conclusions,  adopting  that  opinion  and  relying  upon  it 
for  their  support.  In  such  an  examination,  it  would  be  un- 
necessary, and  even  irregular,  to  consider  anv  points  not  ruled 
by  the  inferior  court;  as  whatever  has  not  been  adjudged  or 
passed  upon  by  an  inferior  tribunal,  cannot  be  embraced  in  a 
general  judgment,  either  of  affirmance  or  reversal,  upon  an 
appeal  from  its  opinion. 

The  points  intended  to  be  ruled  by  the  District  Court,  and 
affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota,  if  sought  for 
solely  upon  the  fiuse  of  the  judgments  of  those  courts,  or  even 
with  the  aid  of  the  references  to  the  Territorial  statute  for* 
mshed  bj  'he  former  judgment,  it  might  be  difficult  to  die- 
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eover.  Connecting  those  references,  however,  with  the  seventh 
and  eighth  sections  of  the  statutes  of  Minnesota,  (Rev.  Stat, 
pp.  202,  208,)  we  may  perceive  in  the  decisions  of  these  Terri- 
torial coarts  the  design  to  assert  and  establish  the  following 
positions,  viz:  That  in  every  instance  of  a  grant  or  purchase, 
or  of  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  of  lands  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, in  which  the  pnce  or  consideration  shall  be  paid  bv 
one  person,  and  the  conveyance  or  the  contract  for  title  shall 
be  to  another,  no  use  or  trust  shall  result  in  favor  of  the  person 
by  whom  such  payment  shall  be  made,  but  the  title  and  pos- 
session shall  vest  exclusively  in  the  person  named  as  the  alienee 
in  such  convevance  or  agreement.  The  position  asserted  by 
the  court  of  Minnesota,  in  interpreting  their  statute,  must  be 
understood  as  broadly  as  it  has  just  been  stated,  or  it  has  no 
application  to  the  case  before  us.  It  is  a  denunciation  of  every- 
thing like  an  equitable  title  or  lien,  or  a  resulting  trust,  with 
the  exceptions  contained  in  the  eighth  and  ninth  sections  of 
the  statute,  of  the  interests  of  creditors  of  the  equitable  claim- 
ant, of  instances  in  which  the  alienee  or  agent  shall,  without 
the  knowledge  and  consent  of  him  who  paid  the  consideration, 
have  taken  the  conveyance  in  his  own  name;  or  shall,  in  vio- 
lation of  some  trust,  have  purchased  the  lands  with  moneys 
belonging  to  another  person. 

The  authority  and  effect  of  the  Territorial  laws  of  Minne- 
sota upon  subjects  within  the  legitimate  bounds  or  cognizance 
of  that  Territorial  Government,  no  person,  it  is  presumed,  will 
be  disposed  to  question;  but  it  seems  equally  clear  that  to 
respect  the  rights  and  interests  which  come  not  within  the 
scope  of  that  authority,  but  which  are  created  by  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  CTnited  States,  imposes  a  duty  as  sacred 
as  any  which  enjoins  upon  a  State  or  Territory  the  obligation 
to  protect  and  maintain  whatever  of  power  may  justly  belong 
to  it  And  it  cannot  without  extravagance  be  supposed,  that 
to  secure  these  proper  and  necessary  ends,  the  Territory  should 
assume  the  power  to  control  the  acquisition  or  transmission  of 
property  never  belon^ng  to,  and  not  acquired  from,  herself; 
to  which,  therefore,  she  could  annex  no  conditions,  much  less 
conditions  which  might  impair  the  interests  of  the  citizens  of 
every  State,  and  of  every  State  collectively  in  the  Confederacy, 
and  even  of  the  United  States,  and  render  utterly  worthless, 
and  incapable  of  being  disposed  of,  subjects  in  which  the  Ter- 
ritory has  no  legal  rignt  or  property  whatsoever.  It  cannot  be 
denied  that  all  tne  lands  in  the  Territories,  not  appropriated  by 
oompetent  authority  before  they  were  acquired,  are  in  the 
first  instance  the  exclusive  property  of  the  United  States,  to  be 
disposed  of  to  such  persons,  at  sucn  times,  and  in  such  modes^ 
?0L.  XX.  86 
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and  by  such  titles,  as  the  Government  may  deem  most  advim- 
tageous  to  the  public  lisc,  or  in  other  respects  most  politic 
This  right  has  been  uniformly  reserved  by  solemn  compacts 
upon  the  admission  of  new  States,  and  has  heretofore  been 
recognised  and  scrupulously  respected  by  sovereign  States 
within  which  lar^e  portions  of  the  public  lands  have  been  com- 
prised, and  within  which  much  of  those  lands  is  still  remain- 
ing. Can  this  right  co-exist  with  a  power  in  a  Territory  ^itself 
the  property  of  tne  United  States)  to  interpose  and  to  dictate 
to  the  United  States  to  whom,  and  in  what  mode,  and  by  what 
title,  the  public  lands  shall  be  conveyed?  If  a  person  desirous 
of  purchasing  shall  depute  an  agent  to  attend  a  sale  of  public 
lands,  and  if  at  such  sale  payment  be  made  by  the  a^ent  with 
the  funds  of  his  principal,  and  both  agent  and  principal  shall 
present  themselves  at  the  General  Land  Office,  and  mutually 
request  a  patent  to  be  issued  to  the  true  owner,  can  it  possibly 
be  thought  within  the  competency  of  a  Territorial  Legislature, 
either  upon  the  suggestion,  or  upon  proof  of  the  fact,  that  a 
certificate  of  purchase  was  given  to  the  agent  in  his  own  name, 
to  interpose,  and  say  to  the  Federal  Government,  you  shall  not 
make  a  tUle  to  this  person  whom  you  knoWy  upon  the  acknowledament 
of  all  concemedy  is  the  true  and  bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  lanOy  and 
if  you  do  we  will  vacate  that  title?  Is  it  not  for  the  increase  of 
the  revenue  that  the  sales  of  the  public  lands  should  be  as  ex- 
tensive as  possible,  and  is  it  not  obviously  promotive  of  this 
end,  that  persons  who  can  attend  and  bid  at  those  sales  by  agent 
or  attorney  only,  as  well  as  those  who  can  attend  them  in  per- 
son, should  have  the  power  to  purchase;  and  would  not  an 
inhibition  of  this  privilege  operate  to  restrict  the  sales  of  the 
public  lands,  and  thereby  injure  the  revenue  of  the  Govern- 
ment 7  And  cut  bonOf  should  this  mischief  be  permitted  ?  Sim- 
ply to  favor  a  visionary  innovation  for  the  destruction  of  result- 
ing trusts  and  equitable  titles,  a  class  of  titles  resting  upon  the 
essential  elements  of  all  honest  titles,  truth  and  justice^  and  co- 
eval with  the  very  rudiments  of  equity  law.  And  this  inno- 
vation, too,  to  be  extended  not  merely  to  cases  which  from 
contestation  or  from  defective  proof  might  be  uncertain  or  haz- 
ardous, but  to  instances  which  shall  forbid  to  persons  willing 
and  proffering  the  fulfilment  of  their  dutv,  the  power  to  do  so. 
The  power  of  being  honest,  a  power  surely  not  so  often  exerted 
as  to  merit  being  repulsed  as  obtrusive  and  ungracious. 

Ist  It  has  been  argued  that  the  bubject  of  uiis  controversy 
is  situated  within  the  limits  of  the  Territory. 

2d.  That  it  is  property ^  and  may  pass  as  such  by  devise  or  in- 
heritance. 
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8d«  That  io  some  of  the  States  and  Territories,  actions  at  law 
may  be  maintained  on  these  certificates. 

4th.  It  is  asked  under  what  head  of  jarisdiction,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  express  and  particular  statutory  provision,  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  can  recognise  or  enforce  a  resulting  trust 
like  that  in  the  present  case.  The  fallacy  of  the  conclusion 
attempted  from  the  first  of  the  positions  just  stated,  consists  in 
the  supposition,  that  the  control  of  the  United  States  over  prop- 
erty adniitted  to  be  their  own,  is  dependent  upon  locality,  as 
to  the  point  within  the  limits  of  a  State  or  Territory  within 
which  that  property  may  be  situated.  But  as  the  control,  en- 
joyment, or  disposal  of  that  property,  must  be  exclusively  in  the 
United  States,  anywhere  and  everywhere  within  their  own 
limits,  and  within  the  powers  delegated  by  the  Constitution,  no 
State,  and  much  less  can  a  Territoiy,  (yel  remaining  under  the 
authority  of  the  Federal  Government,)  interfere  with  the  reg- 
ular, the  just,  and  necessary  powers  of  the  latter.  Another 
error,  inherent  in  the  same  position,  is  seen  in  the  supposition 
that  the  contracts  of  the  Oovernment  with  respect  to  subjects 
within  its  constitutional  competency  are  also  local,  confined  in 
their  effect  and  operation  strictly  to  the  situs  of  the  subjects  to 
which  they  relate.  The  true  principle  applicable  to  the  objec- 
tion just  noted,  and  by  which  that  objection  is  at  once  obvi- 
ated, we  hold  to  be  this:  That  within  the  provisions  prescribed 
by  tlie  Constitution,  and  by  the  laws  enacted  in  accordance 
with  the  Constitution,  the  acts  and  powers  of  the  Government 
are  to  be  interpreted  and  applied  so  as  to  create  and  maintain 
a  system^  general,  eaual,  and  beneficial  as  a  whole.  By  this 
rule,  the  acts  and  the  contracts  of  the  Government  must  be 
understood  as  referring  to  and  sustaining  the  rights  and  inter- 
ests of  all  the  members  of  this  Confederacy,  and  as  neither 
emanating  from,  nor  intended  for  the  promotion  of,  any  policy 
peculiarly  local,  nor  in  any  respect  dependent  upon  such  policy. 
The  system  adopted  for  the  disposition  of  the  public  lands 
embraces  the  interests  of  all  the  States,  and  proposes  the  ^Qual 
participation  therein  of  all  the  people  of  all  the  States.^  This 
system  is  therefore  peculiarly  and  exclusively  the  exercise  of  a 
Federalpower.  The  theatre  of  its  accomplishment  is  the  seat 
of  the  Federal  Government.  The  mode  of  that  accomplish- 
ment, the  evidences  or  muniments  of  right  it  bestows,  are  all 
the  work  of  Federal  functionaries  alone.  Are  these  thinn 
in  any  degree  compatible  with  the  claim  to  prescribe  to  tne 
United  States  the  modes  or  the  extent  in  which  they  may  dis- 
pose of  their  own  property,  or  with  a  denunciation  of  a  for- 
feiture as  the  consequence  of  a  departure  from  such  a  preten* 
•ion}  t 
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With  regard  to  the  positions,  that  the  right  acquired  by  a 
purchase  of  a  certificate,  bona  fide  made,  is  property  in  the 
vendee,  even  before  the  emanation  of  the  patent,  and  that  some 
of  the  States  have  permitted  suits  at  law  to  be  instituted  on 
certificates  of  purchase,  (as  several  have  permitted  such  suits 
on  other  equitable  titles,)  it  is  not  perceived  that  the  concession 
of  either  or  both  of  these  positions  can  in  any  degree  impair 
the  right  of  the  United  States  to  contract  upon  their  own  terms 
for  the  sale  of  their  own  property,  or  diminish  their  obligation 
in  the  fulfilment  of  their  contract  in  good  faith,  to  convey  to 
their  vendee  the  subject  for  which  he  has  paid  them.  There 
certainly  can  exist  nowhere  a  power  to  compel  them  to  convey 
to  any  person,  and  much  less  to  require  of  them  the  perpe* 
tration  of  a  fraud  in  behalf  of  one  in  whom  no  shadow  of  a 
valid  title  is  shown ;  and  who,  by  the  pleading  in  this  cause 
it  is  admitted,  has  acted  dishonestly ;  whose  admitted  dishon% 
esty  indeed  is  the  alleged  and  the  sole  foundation  of  the  claim 
of  the  defendants. 

When  the  engagements  or  undertaking  of  the  United  States^ 
with  respect  to  property  exclusively  and  confessedly  their  own^ 
from  a  period  anterior  to  the  existence  of  the  Territorial  Gov- 
ernment, shall  have  been  consummated;  when  the  subject^ 
and  all  control  over  it,  shall  have  passed  from  the  United 
States,  and  have  become  vested  in  a  citizen  or  resident  of  the 
Territory,  then  indeed  the  Territorial  regulations  may  operate 
upon  it;  but  whilst  these  remain  in  the  United  States,  or  are 
affected  by  their  rights,  or  powers,  or  duties,  those  rights,  du- 
ties, or  powers,  can  in  no  wise  be  infiuenced  by  an  inferior  and 
subordinate  authority. 

With  regard  to  the  fourth  objection,  of  a  want  of  jurisdiction 
in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  the  absence  of  express 
statutory  provisions,  to  recognise  and  enforce  a  resulting  trust 
like  that  presented  by  the  present  case,  it  is  a  sufficient  re- 
sponse to  say,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  is  properly  commensurate  with  every  right  and  duty 
created,  declared,  or  necessarily  implied,  by  and  under  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  Those  courts  are 
created  courts  of  common  law  and  equity;  and  under  whichso- 
ever of  these  classes  of  jurisprudence  such  rights  or  duties  may 
fall,  or  be  appropriately  ranged,  they  are  to  be  taken  cognizance 
of  and  adjudicated  according  to  the  settled  and  known  princi- 
ples of  that  division  to  which  they  belong. 

By  the  language  of  the  Constitution  it  is  expressly  declared^ 

(art  8d,  sec.  2,  chtuse  1,)  that  the  judicial  power  of  the  United 

States  shall  extend  to  all  cases  in  law  and  equity  arising  under 

\e  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  treaties 
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made  under  their  authority.  By  the  statute  which  organized 
the  judiciary  of  the  United  States,  it  is  provided,  that  the  Cir- 
cuit Courts  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  suits  of  a  civil  nature  ^*at 
common  law  or  in  equity."  (Vide  1  Stat,  at  L.,  p.  78,  section 
11.)  In  the  interpretation  of  these  clauses  of  the  Constitu- 
tion and  the  statute,  this  court  has  repeatedly  ruled,  that  hv 
•cases  at  common  law  are  to  he  understood  suits  in  which 
legal  rights  are  to  he  ascertained  and  determined,  in  contra- 
distinction to  those  where  equitable  rights  alone  are  recog- 
nised, and  equitable  remedies  are  administered.  (Vide  Par- 
sons t;.  Bedford,  8  Pet.,  447,  and  Robinson  v.  Campbell,  8 
"Wheaton,  212.)  That  by  cases  in  equity  are  to  be  onder- 
fltood  suits  in  which  relief  is  sought  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples and  practice  of  the  equity  jurisdiction,  as  established  in 
English  jurisprudence.  (Vide  the  case  of  Robinson  v.  Camp- 
bell, just  cited,  and  the  United  States  v.  Howland,  4  Wheaton, 
108.)  Here,  then,  is  an  exposition  both  of  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States,  with  reference  both  to  the  juris- 
diction and  powers  of  their  courts,  and  to  the  instances  in  which 
it  is  their  duty  to  exercise  those  powers;  and  the  inquiry  forces 
itself  upon  us,  who  shall  or  can  have  the  authority  to  deprive 
them  of  those  powers  and  that  jurisdiction  7  or  can  those  courts, 
consistently  with  their  duty,  refuse  to  exert  those  powers  and 
that  jurisdiction  for  the  protection  of  rights  arising  under  the 
Constitution  and  laws,  in  the  acceptation  in  which  both  have 
been  interpreted  and  sanctioned? 

With  respect  to  resulting  trusts,  and  the  jurisdiction  and 
duty  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  to  enforce  them,  the 
opinion  of  this  court  has  been  emphatically  declared ;  and  so 
declared  in  a  case  of  peculiar  force  and  appositeness,  because 
it  related  to  the  acts  of  an  agent  in  the  entry  and  survey  of 
lands,  and  is  in  its  principal  features  essentially  the  same  with 
the  cause  now  under  consideration.  We  allude  to  the  case  of 
Massie  v.  Watts,  reported  in  the  6th  vol.  of  Cranch,  p.  148. 
This  was  a  suit  in  equity  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Kentucky,  to  compel  the  conveyance 
of  land  from  an  agent  to  his  principal,  upon  the  ^ound  that 
the  agent  had  withdrawn  an  entry  on  lands  made  m  the  name 
of  his  principal,  had  caused  an  entry  and  survey  to  be  made  m 
his  own  name,  and  had  thereby  obtained  a  legal  title  to  tliiB 
land.  In  decreeing  the  relief  sought  by  the  complainant,  this 
court,  expounding  the  law  by  the  Chief  Justice,  (pp.  169, 170,) 
said:  "If  Massie  (i.  e.,  the  agent)  really  believed  that  the  entiy 
of  O'Neal,  (his  principal,)  as  made,  could  not  be  surveyed,  it 
was  his  duty  to  amend  it,  or  to  place  it  elsewhere.  But  if  ia 
this  be  was  mistaken,  it  would  be  dangerous  in  the   ~" 
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it  woald  be  a  cover  for  fraud  which  could  seldom  be  removed^ 
if  a  locator  alleging  difficulties  Te%f>ectins  a  location  might 
withdraw  it,  and  taKe  the  land  for  himselE  But  Massie,  the 
agent  of  O'Neal,  has  entered  the  land  for  himself,  and  obtained 
a  patent  in  his  own  name.  According  to  the  clearest  and  best- 
established  principles  of  equity^  the  agent  who  so  acts  becomes  a 
trustee  for  his  principal.  He  cannot  hold  the  land  under  an 
entry  for  himself,  otherwise  than  as  a  trustee  for  his  principal.'* 
This  exposition  of  the  equity  powers  of  the  courts  of  tiie  United 
States  as  applicable  to  resulting  trusts — ^a  power  inseparable 
from  the  cognizance  over  frauds,  one  great  province  of  equity 
jurisprudence — is  conclusive. 

With  respect  to  the  power  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
assert,  through  the  instrumentality  of  its  appropriate  organs, 
tfie  administration  of  its  constitutional  rights  and  duties,  and 
with  regard  to  such  an  assertion  as  exemplified  in  the  manage- 
ment and  disposition  of  the  public  lands,  and  the  titles  thereto^ 
the  interpretation  of  this  court  has  been  settled  too  conclusive- 
ly to  admit  of  controversy. 

Tn  the  case  of  Wilcox  i;.  Jackson,  reported  in  the  18th  of 
Pet.,  p.  498,  which  presents  an  instance  of  an  attempt  to  con- 
trol, by  the  authority  of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  the 
effect  and  operation  of  a  right  or  title  derivable  from  the  United 
States  to  a  portion  of  the  public  lands,  this  court  thus  emphat- 
ically declare  the  law:  "it  has  been  said  that  the  State  of  Illi- 
nois has  a  right  to  declare,  by  law,  that  a  title  derived  from 
the  United  States,  which  by  their  laws  is  onl^  inchoate  and 
imperfect,  shall  be  deemed  as  perfect  a  title  as  if  a  patent  had 
issued  from  the  United  States;  and  the  construction  of  her 
own  courts  seems  to  give  that  effect  to  her  statute.  That  State 
has  an  undoubted  right  to  legislate  as  she  may  please  in  regard 
to  the  remedies  to  be  prosecuted  in  her  courts,  and  to  regulate 
the  disposition  of  the  property  of  her  citizens,  by  descent,  de- 
vise, or  alienation.  But  the  property  in  question  was  a  part 
of  the  public  domain  of  the  United  States.  Congress  is  in- 
vested by  the  Constitution  with  the  power  of  disposing  of  and 
making  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  it.  Congress 
has  declared,  as  we  have  said,  by  its  legislation,  that  in  such  a 
case  as  this,  a  patent  is  necessary  to  complete  the  title.  But 
in  this  case  no  patent  has  issued;  and  therefore,  by  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  the  legal  title  has  not  passed,  but  remains 
in  the  United  States.  Now,  if  it  were  competent  for  a  State 
Legislature  to  say,  that  notwithstanding  this,  the  title  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  passed,  the  effect  would  be,  not  that  Congress 
bad  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  public  lands,  and  proscrioing 
the mles  and  regulations  concerning  that  disposition,  but  that 
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niinois  possessed  it.  That  would  be  to  make  the  laws  of  IIli« 
nois  paramount  to  those  of  Congress  in  relation  to  a  subject 
confided  by^  the  Constitution  to  Congress  only;  and  the  prac- 
tical result  in  this  very  case  would  be,  by  force  of  State  legis- 
lation, to  take  from  the  United  States  their  own  lands,  against 
their  own  will  and  against  their  own  laws.  We  hold  the  true 
principle  to  be  this:  that  whenever  the  question  in  any  court, 
State  or  Federal,  is  whether  a  title  to  land  which  was  once  the 
property  of  the  United  States  has  passed,  that  question  must 
be  resolved  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States ;  but  that  when- 
ever, according  to  those  laws,  the  title  shall  have  passed,  then 
the  property,  like  all  other  property  in  the  State,  is  subject  to 
State  legislation,  so  far  as  that  legislation  is  consistent  with 
the  admission,  that  the  title  passed  and  vested  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  United  States." 

It  has  been  argued,  that  it  is  the  practice  of  the  officers  of 
the  land  office  to  receive  the  certificate  of  purchase,  as  present'- 
ing  upon  its  face  the  only  evidence  of  title,  and  that  those  offi- 
cers will  recognise  no  other  evidence  of  title  but  this  certificate. 
Of  the  practice  or  the  opinion  of  the  officers  of  the  land  de- 
partment, no  evidence  is  exhibited  upon  this  record.  But 
supposing  these  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  above  suggestion, 
they  could  by  no  means  control  the  action  or  the  opinion  of 
this  court  in  expounding  the  law  with  reference  to  the  rights  of 
parties  litigant  oefore  them;  and  this  they  must  do,  in  accord- 
ance with  their  own  convictions,  uninfluenced  by  the  opinions 
of  any  and  every  other  department  of  the  Government.  The 
reception  of  the  certificate  of  purchase  as  evidence  of  title  may 
be  regular  and  convenient  as  a  rule  of  business,  but  it  has  not 
been  anywhere  established  as  conclusive  evidence,  much  less 
has  it  been  adjudged  to  forbid  or  exclude  jjroofs  of  the  real 
and  just  rights  of  claimants.  It  is  mere  justice  to  the  officers 
of  the  land  department,  to  presume  that  thev  would  respect 
the  interpretation  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  promulged 
by  those  who  are  appointed  to  be  their  expositors;  but  upon  a 
supposition,  or  even  upon  a  conviction  of  the  converse  of  this, 
the  path  of  duty  here  is  plain  and  direct,  and  must  be  followed 
without  hesitancy  or  deviation.  The  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Minnesota  is  reversed  with  costs,  and  this  cause  is 
remanded  to  that  court,  with  instructions  that  it  be  remitted  to 
the  District  Court,  with  permission  to  the  defendant  to  answer 
over  to  the  complaint  or  the  plaintiff;  and  in  the  event  of  a 
refusal  or  failure  of  the  defendant  so  to  do,  with  direction  to 
the  District  Court  to  render  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
ti^  in  conformity  with  the  law,  as  ruled  by  this  court  in  this 
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Mr.  Justice  CATRON,  Mr.  Justice  GRIER,  and  Mr.  Jus* 
tice  CAMPBELL,  dissented,  and  concurred  with  Mr.  Juatioe 
NELSON  in  the  following  dissenting  opinion : 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON: 

In  this  case,  Marshall  bought  at  the  request  of  Irvine  and 
Barton  a  quarter  section  of  land,  at  a  land  sale  in  Minnesota 
Territory,  for  which  two  hundred  dollars  was  paid,  and  a  patent 
certificate  given  to  him  in  his  name.  One  hundred  dollars  of 
the  money  was  furnished  by  Irvine,  and  one  hundred  by  Bar- 
ton, and  the  land  according  to  the  arrangement  was  to  be  held 
in  trust  b^  Marshall,  for  their  benefit.  Barton,  for  some  i*eason 
not  explained,  afterwards  claimed  the  whole  instead  of  an  undi- 
vided half  of  the  section,  and  demanded  a  conveyance  of  the  same 
irom  Marshall,  the  trustee.  Irvine  afterwards  applied  to  the 
trustee  for  a  conveyance  of  his  undivided  half,  which  was  re- 
fused, in  consequence  of  the  previous  claim  of  Barton  to  the 
whole  section.  This  suit  is  brought  bv  Irvine,  against  Mar- 
shall, the  trustee,  to  compel  him  to  make  the  above  convey- 
ance. 

The  court  below,  on  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  which 
contained  the  facts  substantially  as  above  stated,  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant,  refusing  to  compel  the  execution  of 
the  conveyance. 

The  question  presented  would  be  a  very  plain  one  at  com- 
mon or  equity  law  upon  the  doctrine  of  trusts  as  administered 
by  courts  unafiected  v^th  any  local  legislation.  The  facts 
would  present  the  case  of  a  resulting  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
the  persons  who  had  furnished  the  purchase-money,  and  the 
trustee  compelled  to  convey  accordingly  the  interest  belonging 
to  the  respective  parties. 

But  the  Legislature  of  Minnesota  have  passed  a  law  mod- 
ifying the  doctrine  of  uses  and  trusts,  and  especially  in  respect 
to  resulting  trusts  of  the  character  in  question.  It  has  pro- 
vided,  that  when  a  grant  is  made  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion to  one  person,  and  the  consideration  paid  by  another, 
no  trust  shall  result  in  favor  of  the  person  paying  the  con- 
sideration, but  the  title  shall  vest  in  the  person  named  tm 
grantee,  subject  only  to  two  exceptions :  1.  In  favor  of  the 
creditors  of  the  person  paying  the  consideration  money ;  and 
2.  When  the  person  taking  the  conveyance  in  his  own  name 
shall  have  taken  it  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
party  paying  the  consideration,  or  when  the  trustee  shall  have 
pnrchaaed,  in  violation  of  his  trust,  with  moneys  belonging  to 
another  person.   CEL  8.  of  Minnesoto,  pp.  202,  208,  sees.  7, 8, 9.) 

It  is  admitted  tnat  the  present  case  does  not  fiftll  within  eiUiet 
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of  the  exceptions,  and  on  this  ground  the  relief  in  the  oourt 
below  was  denied. 

This  provision  in  the  laws  of  Minnesota  will  he  found 
adopted  in  several  of  the  States.  This  precise  modification  of 
a  resulting  trust  was  incorporated  into  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  New  York  as  early  as  1880,  and  from  which,  as  is  said,  it 
was  taken  and  engrafted  in  the  statutes  of  this  Territory. 

The  object  of  the  change  is  to  prevent  secret  and  fraudulent 
<$onveyances  of  property,  with  the  view  of  defrauding  creditors. 
A  common  and  successful  contrivance  for  this  purpose,  is  by 
placing  the  title  of  the  property  in  the  name  of  a  third  per- 
son, wnile  the  whole  of  the  beneficial  interest  is  in  another, 
thereby  concealing  it  from  the  creditor,  and  embarrassing  his 
remedy  against  the  property  of  the  debtor. 

The  provision  is  desired  to  deter  parties  from  engaging  in 
this  contrivance,  by  subjecting  the  property,  thus  concealed  in 
the  name  of  another,  to  the  peril  of  bein^  claimed  and  held  by 
him  as  his  own.  The  question  is  one  of  State  policy,  in  regu- 
Luting  the  terms  and  conditions  of  holding  and  disposing  of  the 
jii'operty  within  the  State,  so  as  to  encourage  open  and  frank 
-a</aling  with  the  same,  and  to  prevent  concealed  and  covenous 
trasts  as  a  cover  for  defrauding  creditors.  It  may  be  wise  or 
unwise;  that  we  suppose  is  a  question  with  which  courts  have 
nothing  to  do,  as  the  power  of  a  State  to  regulate  the  subject 
is  unquestionable,  ana  in  this  respect  the  power  in  the  Terri- 
torv  is  the  same. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  the  nature  or  character  of  the 
property  in  question,  impressed  upon  it  by  the  law  of  Congress 
providing  for  and  regulating  the  sales  of  the  public  lands,  takes 
It  out  of  the  system  of  municipal  law  which,  it  must  be  admit- 
ted, governs  and  controls  parties  in  dealing  with  property  in 
general  in  the  States  and  Territories.  If  this  be  so,  it  consti- 
tutes certainly  a  very  important  exception ;  for  it  is,  perhaps, 
not  hazarding  too  much  in  saying  that  in  the  new  States,  and 
in  the  Territories  for  manv  years  after  their  organization,  the 
largest  portion  of  the  real  property  owned  and  cultivated  by 
the  inhabitants  is  held  and  enjoyed  under  a  title  similar  to 
that  in  question,  namely,  a  patent  certificate.  And  we  may, 
I  think,  in  respect  to  property  in  this  predicament,  ask,  under 
what  system  of  laws  is  it  to  be  held  and  regulated,  if  the  mu* 
nicipal  laws  of  the  State  are  to  be  set  aside?  It  is  true,  the 
laws  of  Con^^ress  provide  for  and  regulate  the  sale  of  the  public 
lands,  and,  in  doing  so,  provide  for  this  inchoate  title  to  bo 
|;iven  to  the  purchaser,  on  paying  the  purchase-money.  And, 
if  anv  one  undertakes  to  question  this  title,  the  law  of  Congrew 
k  calliMl  in  aa  the  highest  evidence  of  it.    Thus  far  the  law  of 
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Congress  operates,  of  whatever  nature  or  character  that  miiy 
be.  But  beyond  this,  whether  A  or  B  owns  this  inchoate 
title,  whether  A  has  made  a  good  sale  and  transfer  of  it  to 
another,  or  such  a  one  as  the  municipal  law  will  give  efiect  to^ 
are  questions  which  do  not  concern  the  law  of  Congress  or  the 
Federal  authorities.  They  are  questions  arising  purely  under 
the  municipal  laws.  Whether  the  ori^nal  purchaser  who  has 
received  the  certificate  has  himself  settled  on  the  section  under 
it,  or  whether  he  has  transferred  it  to  another  settler,  are  ques- 
tions in  which  the  Federal  Government  has  no  interest.  They 
belong  to  the  State  within  which  the  lands  are  situate.  In- 
deed, the  land  department  so  determined  at  an  early  day,  and 
in  case  of  a  dispute  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  certificate,  it 
gives  the  patent  to  the  person  named  in  it,  leaving  the  parties 
to  settle  their  disputes  m  the  courts  of  law.  The  question  iu 
this  case  is  not  whether  a  title  has  been  derived  from  the 
Federal  Government  under  the  act  of  Congress — ^that  title  is 
admitted,  indeed  it  is  that  which  gives  value  to  the  right  in 
dispute — ^the  question  is,  who  has  acquired  the  right  to  the 
property,  after  the  title  has  been  acquired  from  the  Govern- 
ment; m  other  words,  who  owns  this  inchoate  title  secured 
by  the  patent  certificate?  That  is  a  question  depending  upon 
local  law.  The  point  was  well  put  by  Judge  Barbour,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Wilcox  v.  Jackson,  (18 
Pet.,  617.)  "  We  hold,"  he  observed,  "  the  true  principle  to  be 
this :  that  whenever  the  question  in  anv  court,  State  or  Federal, 
is,  whether  the  title  to  land  which  had  been  once  the  property 
of  the  United  States  has  passed,  that  question  must  be  resolved 
by  the  laws  of  the  United  States;  but  that,  whenever  accord- 
ing to  those  laws  the  title  shall  have  passed,  then  that  property^ 
like  all  other  property  in  the  State,  is  subject  to  State  legisla- 
tion, so  fiir  as  that  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  admission 
that  the  title  passed  according  to  the  laws  of  the  CTnited  States.'* 
JSovTy  it  is  upon  tbis  principle  that  the  lands  held  under  the 
patent  certificate  have  become  property  in  the  State,  and  sub- 
ject to  its  le^slation,  that  they  are  subject  to  judgment  and 
execution  against  the  owner;  to  conveyance  by  deed  or  devise; 
to  descend  to  his  heirs  at  law  on  his  decease,  or  to  sale  by  a 
court  of  probate  to  pay  his  debts.  And  it  mav  well  be  asked, 
if  the  title  is  thus  subject  to  the  municipal  laws  concerning 
judgments  and  executions,  deeds  of  conveyance,  devises,  or 
descent,  and  of  administration  in  the  probate  court,  how  the 
title  can  be  exempt  from  the  law  of  trusts  ?  The  general  prin 
ciples  of  equity  can  no  more  be  invoked  in  respect  to  tiiem 
than  in  respect  to  either  of  the  other  matters  referred  to,  when 
fhey  have  oeen  the  subject  of  regulation  by  the  local  law» 
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That  law  then  becomes  the  rule  of  property  to  govern  them^ 
the  same  as  it  governs  the  inheritance,  or  any  other  lawful 
disposition  made  of  it.  We  do  not  see  the  reason  or  propriety 
of  setting  aside  the  local  law  in  respect  to  this  class  of  property 
as  to  trusts,  while  it  is  admitted  to  regulate  every  other  legal 
disposition  made  of  it;  and  I  must  therefore,  for  the  reasons 
given,  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court. 


Georob  R.  Sampson  and  Lewis  W.  Tappan,  doing  business 

UNDER  THE  STYLE  AND  FIRM  OP  SaMPSON  &  TaPPAN,  PlAINTIPFS 

IN  Error,  v.  Charles  H.  Feaslee,  Collector  of  Customs. 

By  the  eighth  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  passed  on  the  30th  of  Jul j,  1846,  (^ 
Stat,  at  L.,  42,  43,)  it  is  declared  that  if  the  appraised  value  of  imports  which 
have  actaally  been  purchased  shall  exceed  by  ten  per  centum  or  more  the  value 
declared  on  the  entry,  then,  in  addition  to  the  duties  imposed  by  law  on  the 
same,  there  shaU  be  levied,  coUected,  and  paid,  a  duty  of  twenty  per  centum  ad 
valorem  on  such  appraised  value. 

The  true  construction  of  this  section  is,  that  the  additional  duty  of  twenty  per 
centum  is  to  be  levied  only  upon  the  appraised  value,  and  not  upon  charges  and 
commissions  added  to  it. 

The  day  of  the  sailing  of  a  vessel  from  a  foreign  port  is  the  true  period  of  exporta« 
tion  of  goods.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  so  directed  it  to  be  done,  as  he 
had  a  right  to  do  by  law;  and  this  court  concurs  with  him  in  this,  as  being  i^ 
correct  exposition  of  the  statute. 

Where  an  importation  was  aUeged  to  be  an  unit,  but  divided  into  two  invoices  for 
the  sake  of  convenience,  and  entered  of  different  values,  each  invoice  must  stand 
upon  its  own  footing;  and  the  whole  cannot  be  averaged,  so  as  to  avoid  the  addi« 
tional  duty  which  is  levied  upon  one  invoice  taken  by  itself. 

Where  an  examination  made  by  the  merchant  appraiser  was  such  as  is  usually  made 
in  buying  and  selling  hemp  in  bales,  and  was  satisfactory  to  the  merchant  ap- 
praiser, it  was  not  open  to  the  importer  to  show  that  he  adopted  a  mode  of  exam* 
ination  insufficient  to  detect  fraudulent  packing  or  diversities  in  the  qualities  of 
the  different  parts  of  the  importation. 

This  case  was  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

It  was  ar^ed  by  Mr.  Oriswold  and  Mr.  Reverdy  Johnson  for 
the  plaintim  in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Black  (Attorney  General) 
for  tne  defendant 

Mr.  Justice  WAYNE  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  case  has  been  brought  to  this  court  by  a  writ  of  error 
from  the  Circuit  Oourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of 
Massachusetts. 

It  is  an  action  for  money  had  and  received.  It  was  sued  out 
by  the  plaintifb  against  the  defendant,  the  collector  of  costomf 
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for  the  port  of  Boston,  to  recover  the  sum  of  $14,206.10,  with 
the  interest  thereon,  which  the  plaintiffs  allege  was  illegally 
exacted  from  them  by  the  defendant  in  his  official  character, 
and  which  was  paid  by  them  under  protest,  as  the  law  permits 
that  to  be  done. 

The  aggregate  amount  sued  for  is  made  by  several  items: 

First,  91,6^4.25,  beinff  an  amount  of  duty  exacted  on  aa 
importation  of  Manilla  hemp,  over  and  more  than  the  du^ 
on  the  value  declared  on  the  entry  of  it.  Second,  the  sum  of 
$12,067.60,  for  an  additional  duty  of  twenty  per  cent.,  exacted 
ander  the  eighth  section  of  the  tariff  act  of  1846,  on  the  appraised 
value  of  one  of  the  invoices  of  the  hemp ;  and  the  sum  of  9524.25 
on  another  invoice  of  hemp,  which  the  plaintiffs  allege  to  be  a 
portion  of  the  same  importation. 

The  plaintifiB  recovered  in  the  Circuit  Court  the  sum  of 
$1,022.75  damages  and  costs  of  suit,  but  being  dissatisfied 
therewith,  and  with  the  rulings  of  the  court,  have  brought  this 
writ  of  error. 

The  plaintiffs  were  engaged  in  trade  with  China,  Manilla, 
and  the  East  Indies.  They  wrote  to  their  agents  in  Manilla, 
in  March,  1854,  to  purchase,  and  ship  by  the  ship  Telegraph, 
four  thousand  bales  of  Manilla  hemp.  The  agent  bought  the 
hemp,  and  began  to  ship  it  on  board  of  the  Telegraph,  from 
lighters,  on  the  23d  of  June,  1854,  the  ship  then  being  in  the 
roadstead,  three  or  four  miles  from  the  shore.  Each  lighter  re- 
ceived a  permit  from  the  custom-house  to  be  laden  and  to  leave 
for  the  ship.  The  export  duty  to  which  the  hemp  was  liable 
became  due  and  pavable  as  each  lighter  was  laden,  and  before 
it  could  leave  for  the  vessel.  But  when  it  is  known  that  the 
shippers  are  in  good  credit,  the  export  duty  is  allowed  to  remain 
unpaid  until  the  whole  cargo  has  been  shipped.  In  this  instance, 
the  whole  cargo  had  been  shipped  by  the  29th  June.  On  the 
80th  it  was  all  on  board  of  the  ship  and  under  deck,  and  a  bill 
of  lading  was  signed  for  two  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty 
bales  of  it.  On  the  1st  July,  a  bill  of  lading  was  signed  tor 
the  residue  of  the  cargo.  On  the  1st  July,  the  hatches  of  the 
ship  were  caulked  down  by  noonday,  and  in  the  afternoon  the 
ship  was  cleared  at  the  custom-house  and  ready  for  sea,  but  not 
having  the  wind,  did  not  sail;  nor  did  she  sail  on  the  2d  Julv, 
the  master  of  the  ship  having  objected  to  do  so  on  the  SabbatL 
On  Monday,  the  8d,  the  ship  went  to  sea. 

The  cargo  was  bought  with  Brown  Brothers  k  Co.'s  credit, 
and  paid  for  by  bills  on  London.  It  is  a  common  practice  at 
Manilla,  when  the  shipment  is  large,  to  make  of  the  whole  two 
or  more  invoices,  it  bemg  difficult  to  negotiate  a  bill  for  a  whole 
eaigo  when  it  is  of  a  large  amount,  as  Uiey  firequently  are,  aini 
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M  this  caigo  was,  the  hem^  alone  having  cost  oyer  $80,000. 
When  the  car^  is  divided  into  different  invoices  for  the  pur- 
pose of  negotiating  the  bills  by  which  it  has  been  boa^ht,  the 
invoices  for  the  separate  parts  are  sent  with  a  bill  of  lading 
with  the  bills  intended  to  De  negotiated. 

The  Telegraph's  cargo  amounted  to  more  than  $95,000.  In 
conformity  with  the  practice,  and  for  the  purpose  just  men- 
tioned, it  was  separated  into  two  invoices.  One  of  them  con- 
tained two  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty  bales  of  hemp^ 
and  other  merchandise,  amounting  to  $58,772.69;  it  was  dated 
June  30th,  with  bill  of  lading  of  the  same  date.  The  other 
invoice  was  for  fifteen  hundred  and  twenty-eight  bales,  and  a 

Juantitv  of  loose  hemp,  amounting  to  $86,867.08;  it  was  dated 
une  80th,  with  bill  of  lading  dated  July  1. 
On  Sunday,  July  2d,  the  day  that  the  captain  of  the  Tele- 
graph refused  to  sail,  the  overland  mail  from  England  arrived 
at  Manilla ;  it  brought  news  of  the  war  with  Russia.  The  con- 
sequence was,  an  immediate  and  material  advance  in  the  market 
price  of  hemp  the  next  day,  July  8d,  that  being  tihie  day  when 
the  Telegraph  went  to  sea. 

Upon  the  arrival  of  the  Telegraph  at  Boston,  the  plaintifl 
entered  her  cargo ;  a  part  for  consumption,  and  the  residue  on 
bond,  ecuih  invoice  beina  separately  entered  at  the  custom-house. 
It  was  appraised  by  trie  United  States  appraisers  at  $11  per 
picul,  excepting  eighty  bales  of  red  hemp  and  two  hundred  and 
eighteen  and  sixty-two  hundredths  loose  piculs,  which  were 
appraised  at  $10.50  per  picul.  The  collector,  by  the  directions 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasuiy,  informed  the  merchant  ap- 
praiser and  the  general  appraiser  that  the  cargo  was  to  be 
appraised  with  reference  to  what  was  its  value  at  Manilla  on 
the  day  that  the  ship  sailed,  that  dav  being  the  period  of  it» 
exportation  to  the  United  States.  The  act  under  which  that 
direction  was  given  is,  ^'  That  in  all  cases  where  there  is  or  shall 
be  imposed  any  ad  valorem  rate  of  duty  on  any  goods,  wares, 
or  merchandise,  imported  into  the  United  States,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  collector,  within  whose  district  tbe  same  shall  be 
imported  or  entered,  to  cause  the  actual  market  value  or  whole- 
sale price  thereof  at  the  period  of  the  exportation  to  the  United 
SUUes^  in  the  principal  markets  of  the  country  from  which  the 
game  shall  have  been  imported  into  the  United  States, 'to  be 

rraisedy  estimaiedj  and  ascertained;  and  to  such  value  or  price 
U  be  added  all  costs  and  charges,  excei>t  insurance,  and  in- 
eluding  in  every  case  a  charge  tor  commissions  at  the  usual 
nXM^BA  the  true  value  cU  the  port  where  the  mme  may  be  entered^ 
upon  which  duties  shall  be  assessed." 
It  also  appears  that  the  appraiser's  valuation  of  the  hemp 
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•exceeded  by  ten  per  centum  the  value  declared  en  the  entry  of  (Ae 
2,520  baleSy  but  it  did  not  exceed  by  ten  per  centum  the  value 
-declared  on  the  entry  of  the  1,528  bales.  Nor  did  it  exceed 
by  ten  per  centum  the  value  of  the  a^^egate  of  the  two  in< 
voices,  constituting,  as  the  plaintiflfe  claimed,  the  importation 
of  4,000  bales.  An  additional  duty  of  20  per  centum  was  as- 
sessed on  the  appraised  value  of  the  2,520  bales,  also  on  the 
■charaes  and  commissions. 

Manilla  hemp  comes  in  bales  about  twenty  inches  square 
by  three  feet  in  length,  pressed  hard  together,  is  covered  with 
mattiug,  and  is  bound  closely  with  ratan  bands  at  short  dis- 
tances apart 

The  examination  of  the  hemp  for  appraisement  was  made  in 
this  wise.  Slits  were  cut  in  the  matting,  which  covered  the 
bales  that  were  examined,  so  that  different  parts  of  the  outside 
surface  of  the  hemp  could  be  seen,  but  the  ratan  bands  hold- 
ing the  bales  together  were  not  cut.  It  is  said,  had  they  been 
•cut,  the  appraisers  could  have  examined  the  inside  of  the  bales. 
The  difficulty  of  binding  the  bales  together  again  is  the  reason 

f'ven  by  the  appraisers  for  not  cutting  me  ratan  bands, 
hough  slits  were  cut  in  the  matting,  the  principal  part  of  it 
was  not  removed;  the  slits  disclosed  only  small  parts  of  the 
surface  of  the  bales,  and  no  attempt  was  made  to  open  the 
hemp  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  its  quality  beneath  the 
exterior.  In  fact,  no  more  than  the  surface  was  seen.  How- 
ever, tihe  merchant  appraiser  testifies  that  the  examination  was  such 
as  is  usual  in  buying  or  selling  hemp  in  bales. 

Upon  this  statement  of  the  case,  the  plaintifis'  counsel  con* 
tended  that  the  appraisement  was  illegal  and  invalid,  and  in- 
sufficient to  negative  or  displace  the  value  declared  on  the 
•entry,  because  the  appraisers  did  not  exercise  auy  judgment 
or  discretion  in  regard  to  the  period  of  the  exportation  of  the  hemp 
to  the  United  States^  but  merely  obeyed  the  instructions  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  to  take  the  date  of  the  sailing  of  die 
vessel  as  the  rule  to  gaide  them.  And  the  court  was  asked  to 
instruct  the  jury  accordingly.  The  court  refused  to  do  so,  but 
did  instruct  them,  that  if  the  period  so  prescribed  by  the  Sec 
retary  was  the  true  period  of  exportation,  the  objection  was 
untenable ;  and  did  further  instruct  the  jury^  that  the  date  of  the 
sailing  of  the  vessel  from  the  foreign  port  for  her  destination  in  the 
United  States  was  the  true  period  of  exportation.  The  plaintiffi9  ex- 
cepted to  this  ruling. 

The  plaintiffi'  counsel  then  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the 

Cry,  that,  upon  the  facts  proved,  all  the  hemp  imported  was  to 
token  to  be  one  entire  entry  at  the  custom-house,  for  the  pur* 
IK>8e  of  declaring  and  appraising  the  value  for  the  levy  of  duties. 
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The  court  refused,  and  did  rale  and  infitrnct  the  jury,  ^^ihai 
each  entry  was  to  be  detmed  as  a  separate  transacticm  far  the  purpose 
of  appraisement  and  the  assessment  of  duties  thtreon"  To  this 
rilling  the  plaintiffs  excepted. 

Then  the  plaintiffs  offered  to  prove  that  hemp  was  of  various 
qualities  and  values.  That  it  was  impossible  to  determine  the 
qualities  of  all  the  packages  by  such  an  examination  as  was 
testified  to  by  the  merchant  appraiser.  That,  for  the  last  three 
years  or  more,  much  of  the  Manilla  hemp  imported  has  been 
*^ muzzled''  in  the  bale,  and  that  it  was  impossible  to  tell 
whether  it  was  so  or  not,  without  cutting  the  bands  and  re- 
moving all  of  the  matting,  opening  the  bale,  and  examining  the 
inside  of  it  That  the  outside  of  the  bale  sometimes  appears 
to  be  and  is  of  good  and  current  quality,  while  the  inside  of 
it  may  be  filled  with  refuse  or  inferior.  That  it  is  often  so 
tangled  or  "?w^i^^&rf,"  as  to  render  the  bale  from  ten  to  twenty 
per  centum  less  valuable  than  if  it  were  all  of  the  same  quality 
as  the  outside  of  the  bale.  That,  besides  being  muzzled^  there 
are  usually  three  or  more  grades  in  the  same  bale,  diflering  in 
value  from  one  to  three  cents  per  pound.  That,  in  order  to 
determine  the  proportion  of  each,  which  makes  up  a  bale,  it 
is  necessary  to  see  and  compare  its  contents  in  the  inside  of  it 
with  the  rest.  That  it  is  tne  custom  of  the  trade  to  make  an 
allowance  of  from  one  to  three  cents  per  pound  on  all  muzzled 
or  inferior  hemp  found  on  opening  the  bale  after  purchase. 
But  it  was  admitted  that  the  exammation  made  of  the  Tele- 
graph's cargo,  bv  the  appraisers,  was  such  as  is  usually  made 
on  buying  or  selling  hemp.  Upon  this  the  court  ruled,  thai  if 
the  examination  made  by  tne  merchant  appraiser  was  thai  vsuauy 
made  in  buying  or  selling  hempy  and  had  been  satisfactory  to  the 
merchant  appraiser ^  it  was  not  open  to  the  plaintiffs  to  show  thai  he 
adopted  a  mode  of  examination^  for  the  levy  of  duties^  insuffieient  to 
detect  fravdvleni  packing  or  diversities  in  the  quaJiHes  of  the  different 
parts  of  a  bale  of  hemp.  To  this  ruling  and  instractions  tiie 
plaintiffs  also  excepted. 

One  other  ruling  of  the  court  was  given  upon  the  prayer  of 
the  plaintiffs,  to  which  the  defendant  excepted.  It  was  this: 
that  so  much  of  the  additional  duty  of  20  per  centum  as  was 
levied  upon  the  charges  and  commissionSj  and  paid  hj  the  plain- 
tiffs  under  protest,  was  unauthorized  by  law.  This  ruliujo;  of 
the  court  is  a  correct  interpretation  of  the  eighth  section  of  the 
act  of  July  80th,  1846,  9  Stat,  at  L.,  42,  43.  It  declares,  if 
the  appraised  value  of  imports  which  have  actually  been  puiv 
ehased  shall  exceed  by  ten  per  centum  or  more  the  value  de- 
clared on  the  entr^j  then,  in  addition  to  the  duties  imposed  by  law 
on  the  same,  there  shall  be  levied,  collected,  and  paid,  a  duty 
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of  twenty  per  centam  ad  valorem  on  such  appraised  value.  In 
other  woros,  the  twenty  per  centum  ad  valorem  is  to  be  ou  the 
appraised  value  only,  without  being  assessed  upon  the  charges 
and  commissions. 

We  now  proceed  to  the  other  points  in  the  case  to  which 
the  plaintifis  excepted  to  the  rulings  of  the  court. 

The  first  in  order  is,  that  the  appraisement  of  the  hemp  was 
illegal  and  invalid,  and  insufficient  to  displace  the  value  de- 
clared on  the  entry,  because  the  appraisers  were  instructed  to 
appraise  and  estimate  the  value  oi  the  hemp  as  of  the  8d  day 
of  July,  the  dav  of  the  sailing  of  the  vessel ;  whereas  they  should 
have  estimated  and  appraised  it  at  tfie period  of  actual  shipment,  or 
date  of  bill  of  lading.  The  point  is  stated  as  it  was  made  by  the 
counsel  of  the  plaintiffs  in  his  argument  of  the  case  in  this  court 
But  whilst  it  comprehends  one  subject  of  the  prayer  of  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  gist  of  the  court's  instruction,  it  omits  a  part 
of  the  first,  which  we  do  not  think  it  immaterial  to  notice,  to 
prevent  in  future  the  proposition  which  it  involves,  as  to 
the  independence  of  the  appraisers  of  the  customs,  from  being 
made  again.  The  court  was  asked  to  instruct  the  jury,  that 
the  appraisement  in  this  instance  was  invalid  and  illeml,  for 
the  reason  that  the  appraisers  did  not  exercise  their  judgment 
and  discretion  in  re^rd  to  the  period  of  exportation,  but  that 
they  obeved  the  instructions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasurv, 
to  take  the  date  of  the  sailing  of  the  vessel  as  the  rule  to  guide 
them.  The  court  refused  to  give  the  instructiion  as  it  was 
asked,  but  did  instruct  the  jury,  that  if  the  period  so  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  was  the  true  period  of  exportation,  the  ob- 
jection was  untenable,  and  that  the  date  of  the  sailing  of 
the  vessel  from  the  foreign  port  for  her  destination  in  the 
United  States  was  the  true  period  of  exportation.  We  concur 
in  the  correctness  of  the  instruction.  Besides  its  having 
been  made  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from 
time  to  time  to  establish  rules  and  regulations,  not  inconsistent 
with  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  to  secure  a  faithful  appraisal 
of  all  TOods  and  merchandise  imported  into  the  United  States, 
the  collectors  and  other  officers  of  the  customs  are  directed  to 
execute  the  Secretary's  instructions  relative  to  the  revenue 
laws;  and  his  decision  is  declared  to  be  binding  and  conclusive 
upon  all  of  them,  whenever  a  difficulty  shall  arise  as  to  the 
true  construction  of  those  laws.  (Sections  28,  24,  Stat  at 
Larae,  568.) 

l%e  court's  ruling,  also,  that  the  date  of  the  sailing  of  the 
essel  was  the  true  period  of  exportation,  is  correct  The 
ecretary's  interpretation  of  the  act  of  the  3d  March,  1851,  is 

.  conformity  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  it,  and  cannot  b^ 
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controlled  by  diflerent  interpretations  and  instmctions  which 
may  have  been  given  by  his  predecessors  to  the  words,  ^^at  the 
period  of  the  exportation  to  the  United  States/'  Though,  as 
we  have  read  the  circulars  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury 
in  respect  to  those  words  in  the  revenue  act,  as  to  the  time 
when  duties  shall  be  assessed  upon  the  value  of  imports,  we 
do  not  perceive  any  difierence  in  them,  which  may  not  be 
readily  accounted  for  by  the  diflferent  acts  to  which  the  in- 
struction or  direction  to  the  collector  was  meant  to  be  applied. 
The  same  remark  may  be  made  of  the  decisions  made  by  this 
court,  whenever  it  has  been  necessary  for  it  to  determine  at 
what  date  duties  should  be  assessed  upon  imported  merchant 
disc,  subject  to  an  ad  valorem  rate  of  duty. 

Nor  have  we  been  able  to  bring  ourselves  to  the  conclusion — 
ingeniously  put,  and  ably  urged  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel 
here — ^that  Congress,  in  passing  the  tariff  act  of  March  8, 1851, 
meant  to  use  the  words  ^^ period  of  exportation"  in  the  sense 
in  which  they  had  been  understood  by  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment in  its  construction  of  previous  revenue  acts,  and  as  that 
construction  may  have  been  sanctioned  by  this  court.  There 
had  been  uncertainties  of  opinion  and  in  practice  in  the  Treas- 
ury Department,  and  also  in  several  ports  of  the  United  States, 
in  respect  to  the  time  when  the  dutiable  value  of  imported 
goods  should  be  estimated.  Some  of  the  collectors  made  the 
estimate  at  the  date  of  the  ptarchasCy  whenever  that  may  have 
been.  Other  collectors  made  their  estimate  at  the  date  of  the 
shipment  Mr.  Secretary  Walker,  in  his  circular  of  July  6, 
1847,  meaning  to  establish  a  uniform  rule,  states  the  varying 
practice,  and  directs  the  valuation  to  be  made  '^at  the  date  of 
the  shipment"  He  says  it  is  the  true  construction  of  the  law, 
long  since  declared  by  the  Department,  and  adopted  generally 
throughout  the  Union.  He  adds,  that  the  proviso  of  the  16ui 
section  of  the  act  of  August  SO,  1842,  is  clear  and  emphatic 
upon  the  subject,  and  prescribes  the  date,  with  reference  to 
wnich  the  value  is  to  be  estimated,  as  the  period  of  exportation 
io  the  United  States.  But  Mr.  Secretary  Meredith,  three  yeara 
afterwards,  in  his  circular  of  the  5th  July,  1850,  eight  months 
before  the  act  of  the  8d  March,  1851,  was  passea,  observes, 
that  the  appraisers  had  been  restrained  in  the  discharge  of  their 
duties  by  tne  result  of  frequent  appeals  from  their  decisions. 
And  in  order  to  secure  a  just,  faithful,  and  impartial  appraisal 
of  all  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  imported  into  the  United 
States,  he  declares — 

1.  That  the  period  of  the  exportation  of  merchandise  la  the 
time  at  which  the  value  of  any  article  is  to  be  fixed  by  the  ap- 
pndaera. 
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2.  That  in  ordinary  cases  the  date  of  the  bill  of  lading  may  be 
regarded  as  the  "period  of  exportation/' 

This  court  decided,  in  the  cases  Greely  v.  Howard,  10  How., 
225,  and  in  Maxwell  v.  Griswold,  10  How.,  242,  in  the  year 

1850,  before  the  act  of  the  8d  March,  1851,  had  passed,  that 
under  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth  sections  of  the  tariff  act 
of  30th  August,  1842,  5  Stat,  at  L.,  563,  the  value  of  merchan 
disc  at  the  time  of  procurement  is  to  be  ascertained,  not  its  value 
at  the  time  of  exportatioTL  Congress,  with  these  differences  in 
view,  and  particularly  in  consequence  of  the  decision  of  this 
court  in  the  cases  just  before  cited,  passed  the  act  of  March  3d, 

1851.  This  court  in  1855,  in  Stairs  et  al.  v.  Peaslee,  18th 
Howard,  521,  524,  525,  in  considering  the  act,  uses  this  lan- 
guage, which  is  decisive  of  the  time  when  the  value  of  goods 
subject  to  An  ad  valorem  duty  is  to  be  estimated:  "The  lan- 
guage of  this  act  of  Congress  is  general,  and  embraces  all  im- 
portations of  goods  that  are  subject  to  an  o^  valorem  dut}^  and 
directs  that  tbeir  value  shall  be  estimated  and  ascertained  by 
the  wholesale  price  at  the  period  of  exportation  to  the  United 
States  in  the  principal  markets  of  the  country  from  which  they 
are  imported.  The  time  and  the  place  to  which  the  appraisers 
are  required  to  look  when  making  their  appraisement  are  both 
distinctly  specified  in  the  law,  the  time  being  the  period  of  ex- 
poriatioriy  and  the  place  the  country  from  which  they  were 
imported  into  the  united  States.  It  makes  no  reference  to 
their  value  in  the  country  of  production  or  the  time  of  pur- 
chase. And  as  there  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  language  of  the 
act,  and  it  embraces  all  goods  subject  to  an  ad  valorem  duty, 
the  court  would  hardly  be  justified  in  giving  a  construction  to 
it  narrower  than  its  words  fairly  import."  Though  this  ex- 
tract was  written  with  reference  to  the  first  point  certified  in 
that  case,  which  was,  whether  the  act  of  the  3d  March,  1851, 
repealed  so  much  of  all  former  laws  as  provided  that  merchan- 
dise, when  imported  from  a  country  other  than  that  of  produc- 
tion or  manufocture,  should  be  appraised  at  the  market  value 
of  similar  articles  at  the  principal  markets  of  the  country  of 
production  and  manutacture  "at  the  period  of  the  exportation 
to  the  United  States,"  the  court  adds,  that  the  law,  taken  by 
itself,  will  admit  of  but  one  construction;  and  that  is,  the  ap- 
praisement must  be  made  by  the  value  of  the  goods  in  the 
principal  markets  of  the  country  from  which  they  are  expoited, 
at  the  time  of  such  exportation  to  the  United  States." 

The  case  of  Stairs  v.  Peaslee,  considered  in  connection  with 
what  this  court  had  decided  under  the  revenue  acts  in  Greely 
V.  Howard,  and  in  Maxwell  v.  Oriswold,  10  How.,  242,  shows^ 
whatever  may  have  been  the  practice  in  computing  the  tim* 
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for  the  assessmont  of  duties,  that  this  coart  viewed  the  act 
of  the  8d  March,  1851,  as  having  fixed  the  rule  to  be  the  time 
or  date  of  the  exportation,  as  that  mi^ht  be  shown  by  the  day 
of  the  vessel's  sailing  from  the  foreign  port  to  the  United 
States.  Indeed,  from  the  phraseology  of  the  act,  without  refer- 
ence to  preceding  acts  upon  the  same  subject,  or  what  had  been 
their  construction,  the  same  conclusion  must  be  reached. 

The  word  period  has  its  etymological  meaning,  but  it  also 
has  a  distinctive  signification  according  to  the  subject  with 
which  it  may  be  usea  in  connection.  It  may  mean  any  portion 
of  complete  time,  from  a  thousand  years,  or  less,  to  the  period 
of  a  day;  and  when  used  to  designate  an  act  to  be  done,  or  to 
be  begun,  though  its  completion  may  take  an  uncertain  time, 
its,  for  instance,  the  act  of  exportation,  it  must  mean  the  day 
on  which  the  exportation  commences,  or  it  would  be  an  un- 
meaning and  useless  word  in  its  connection  in  the  statute. 

The  ruling  of  the  court  upon  the  first  prayer  of  the  plaintifis 
is  not  subject  to  the  exception  taken. 

We  proceed  to  the  second  exception  taken  bv  the  counsel  of 
the  plaintifis  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  upon  their  prayer.  It 
was,  that  the  court  would  instruct  the  jurv,  upon  the  facta 
proved,  that  all  the  hemp  imported  by  the  plain tiflfe  was  to  be 
taken  to  be  one  entire  entry,  for  the  purpose  of  declaring  and 
appraising  the  value  for  the  levy  of  duties. 

No  facts  in  the  case  were  proved,  upon  which  such  an  in- 
struction could  have  been  given.  The  proof  is,  that  the  plain- 
tifis were  purchasers  in  Manilla  of  four  thousand  bales  of  hemp, 
which  were  put  by  them  into  two  invoices  for  their  own  con- 
veiiience ;  one  containing  two  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty 
bales,  the  other  one  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty,  and  a 
quantity  of  loose  hemp ;  the  first  valued  at  $58,772.69,  the 
second  at  $86,367.08,  for  each  of  which  a  separate  bill  of  lading 
was  taken.  The  plaintiffs  entered  them  separately  at  the  cus- 
tom-house, and  they  were  separately  appraised  without  any 
objection  at  the  time  from  the  defmiant.  But  it  turned  out,  upon 
the  appraisement,  that  the  appraised  value  of  the  first  exceeded 
by  ten  per  centum  the  value  of  it  declared  u^on  the  entry, 
which  made  it  liable,  under  the  eighth  section  of  the  act  of  the 
80th  July,  1846,  to  the  additional  duty  of  twenty  per  centum 
ad  valorem  on  the  appraised  value.  But  the  appraisement  of 
the  second  invoice  of  one  thousand  five  hundred  and  twenty- 
eight  bales  did  not  exceed  by  ten  per  centum  the  value  declared 
on  the  entry  of  it;  nor  did  the  appraised  value  of  the  two  in- 
voices, constituting  the  importation  of  four  thousand  balep, 
exceed  by  ten  per  centum  the  aggregate  of  their  separa^te  yataof 
declared  in  the  entries  of  them. 
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Now,  the  plaintife  seek  to  be  released  from  the  twenty  per 
cent,  additional  upon  the  appraised  value  of  the  first  invoice,  oe- 
cause  the  second  invoice  was  not  subject  to  it^  and  because  the- 
aggregate  of  the  values  of  both,  as  declared  upon  the  entries  of 
them,  were  not  exceeded  by  ten  per  cent,  upon  the  appraisement. 

Upon  such  a  state  of  facts,  the  court  rightly  instructed  the^ 
jury,  that  each  invoice  and  entry  was  to  be  deemed  and  treated 
as  a  separate  transaction  for  appraisement,  and  tor  the  assess- 
ment of  duties. 

An  importer  of  merchandise  is  bound  by  the  law  to  make 
his  entry  at  the  custom-house  according  to  his  invoice,  either 
by  himself,  the  consignee,  or  their  agent,  and  not  otherwise 
than  by  invoice  verified  by  oath,  unless  it  shall  be  done  condi- 
tionally, either  under  the  tenth  section  of  the  act  of  March  Ist,. 
1823,  or  under  the  second  section  of  the  same  act,  permitting  en- 
tries to  be  made  of  imported  merchandise,  subject  to  ad  valorem 
duties  upon  appraisement  without  invoice.    (8  Stat,  at  L.,  729.) 

When  an  entry  has  been  made,  it  is  conclusive  upon  the 
importer  as  to  the  contents,  and  declared  value  of  the  invoice; 
and  for  all  of<  those  consequences  which  the  law  may  impose 
upon  the  examination  and  appraisement  of  it,  and  for  any  defi- 
ciency or  non-compliance  with  the  revenue  laws  regulating  the 
entries  of  imported  merchandise,  or  for  any  violation  or  sub- 
stantial departure  from  directions  which  may  have  been  given 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  the  entry  and  appraise- 
ment of  foreign  goods,  and  for  the  collection  of  duties  upon 
the  same.  See  general  regulations  under  United  States  rev- 
enue laws,  bv  Mr.  Secretary  Guthrie,  of  February  1,  1867. 

As  to  the  third  exception  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  rulinm 
of  the  court,  we  think  it  was  right  in  telling  the  jury,  that  if 
the  examination  of  the  hemp  made  by  the  merchant  appraiser 
was  such  as  is  usually  made  in  buying  and  selling  the  article, 
and  was  satisfactory  to  the  merchant  appraiser,  it  was  not  open 
to  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  he  adopted  a  mode  of  examina- 
tion insufficient  to  detect  fraudulent  packing  or  diversities  in 
the  qualities  of  the  different  parts  of  the  bales  of  hemp. 

The  importance  of  this  case  in  respect  to  the  collection  of 
the  revenue  under  the  act  of  the  8d  March,  1851,  and  under 
the  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  upon  it,  have 
induced  us  to  give  to  the  different  points  in  the  case  our  ma- 
tare  consideration,  and  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Circuit  Court  should  be  affirmed. 

It  18  ordered  accordingljr,  and  that  the  appellants  shall  par 
the  costs  which  have  been  incurred  in  the  prosecution  of  their 
TTit  of  error. 

Mr.  Justice  GEIBB  dissented. 
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Where  there  was  an  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  set  aside  a  judgment  upon  pay- 
ment by  the  defendant  of  the  ^sts  which  had  accrued  up  to  that  time,  the 
plaintiff'  counsel,  by  not  insisting  upon  the  payment  of  such  costs,  thereby  im- 
pliedly waived  the  condition  upon  which  the  judgment  was  to  be  vacated,  and 
cannot  proceed  upon  the  judgment  as  being  still  in  force. 

Other  circumstances  lead  to  Uie  opinion  that  it  was  the  understanding  of  both 
sides  that  the  judgment  should  be  vacated. 

This  court  therefore  overrule  a  motion  for  a  mandamus  directing  the  court  below 
to  set  aside  the  order  vacating  the  judgment,  or  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  a 
mandamus  should  not  issue. 

This  was  a  motion  made  by  Mr.  Keller  to  issue  to  the  Cir- 
•cuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  district  of 
New  York  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus,  commanding  it 
to  carry  into  execution  a  judgment  which  had  been  entered 
upon  the  records  of  the  court,  or  to  issue  an  alternative  writ 
•of  mandamus,  commanding  the  judgment  to  be  carried  into 
execution,  or  cause  to  be  shown  why  it  was  not  done. 

There  were  numerous  affidavits  filed  in  the  case,  to  show  the 
•course  pursued  by  counsel,  and  arrangements  between  them ; 
but  a  brief  statement  of  facts  will  serve  to  explain  the  ground 
upon  which  the  motion  rested. 

On  the  24th  of  December,  1856,  a  verdict  was  rendered  in 
the  Circuit  Court  in  favor  of  Bansom  and  Weeman,  against 
the  corporation  of  New  York,  for  twenty  thousand  dollars,  and 
one  thousand  four  hundred  and  fifty-eight  dollars  and  twenty- 
five  cents  costs.  The  ground  of  recovery  was  the  infringement 
•of  a  patent  right.  During  the  trial,  several  exceptions  were 
taken  by  the  defendants  to  the  rulings  and  charge  of  the  court 
Notes  were  taken  by  reporters,  and  a  memorandum  stated,  that 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  obtain  a  new  trial  this  case  was 
made,  with  leave  to  convert  the  same  into  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

Things  remained  in  this  condition,  without  any  very  material 
change,  until  the  12th  of  December,  1867,  when  the  plaintifis 
entered  up  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  verdict  and  costs. 
On  that  day,  the  judge,  in  consequence  of  an  affidavit,  ordered 
that  all  proceedings  in  the  suit  should  be  stayed  till  the  16th 
of  December,  and  until  the  decision  of  anjr  motion  which  may 
be  then  made,  or  at  such  other  time  as  said  court  may  direct, 
to  vacate  any  judgment  which  may  be  entered  in  this  action, 
and  allow  the  defendants  an  opportunity  to  make  a  motion  for 
A  new  trial  therein. 

On  the  19th  of  December,  the  court,  after  argument,  passed 
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an  order  to  vacate  the  jadffment  on  payment  of  the  costs  up  to 
that  time,  and  that  the  defendants  have  leave  to  turn  the  case 
into  a  bill  of  exceptions.  The  argument  for  a  new  trial  was 
directed  to  take  place  by  the  9th  of  January. 

A  few  days  afterwards,  the  case  was  settled  by  the  judge 
who  presided  at  the  trial  when  the  verdict  was  rendered* 
When  the  argument  came  on  for  a  new  trial,  the  motion  waa 
overruled,  but  leave  was  granted  to  the  defendants  to  turn  the 
case  thus  settled  into  a  biU  of  exceptions,  in  order  that  it  might 
come  up  to  this  court. 

Thereupon  the  plaintiffii  issued  an  execution  upon  the  judg- 
ment, and  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  the  marshal  for  collection. 

The  defendants  then  moved  that  all  proceedings  founded  on 
the  judgment  of  the  12th  December  be  stayed,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  enter  up  a  new  Judgment  and  file  a  new  judgment 
record,  so  that  the  case  might  be  brought  to  this  court.  The 
plaintiffs  alleged  that  the  payment  of  the  costs  by  the  defend- 
ants up  to  the  19th  of  December  was  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  vacating  of  the  Judgment;  and  as  the  costs  were  not 
paid  during  the  term  of  the  court,  the  condition  was  not  com- 
plied with,  and  the  judgment  was  revived  without  any  further 
order  of  the  court. 

The  court,  on  the  20th  April,  1858,  ordered  that  all  proceed- 
ings founded  on  the  judgment  of  12th  December  be  stayed; 
that  the  plaintiffs  be  required  to  enter  up  a  new  judgment  and 
file  a  new  judgment  record,  so  that  the  case  might,  on  such 
new  judgment,  be  brought  up  to  this  court. 

In  this  state  of  things,  the  motion  was  made  in  this  court 
for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  be  issued, 
to  direct  the  court  to  set  aside  the  order  vacating  the  judgment* 

Mr.  Justice  NELSON  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 
A  motion  is  made  on  behalf  of  the  plamtifis  for  a  mandamus^ 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  southern  dis- 
trict of  New  York,  to  compel  that  court  to  vacate  an  order  in* 
the  above  cause,  directing  a  judgment  entered  against  the  de- 
fendants on  the  12th  of  December,  1857,  of  $21,458.21,  to  be 
vacated.  The  judgment  was  entered  upon  a  verdict  rendered- 
for  the  plaintiffs  in  an  action  for  the  alleged  infringement  of  a 
patent  for  an  'improvement  in  the  mode  of  applying  water  to 
fire  engines,  so  as  to  render  their  operation  more  effective." 
The  judgment  was  entered  in  consequence  of  the  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings having  expired,  given  to  the  defendants  to  make  a 
case  on  which  to  move  for  a  new  trial.  Afterwards,  on  the 
19th  December,  during  the  same  term,  an  order  was  entered 
on  motion  of  the  defendants,  after  hearing  counsel  on  both 
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sides,  by  Jadge  Ingersoll,  then  holding  the  court,  vacating  the 
judgment  on  the  payment  of  costs  that  had  previously  accrued, 
and  also  upon  the  condition  that  the  case  should  be  settled 
in  a  short  time  mentioned,  and  the  motion  made  for  a  new 
trial,  with  liberty  to  either  party  to  turn  the  case  into  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  which  right  had  been  reserved  at  the  triaL  The 
case  was  settled  accordingly,  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  heard 
and  denied,  a  bill  of  exceptions  settled  and  signed,  agreeably 
to  the  order  of  the  19th  December,  and  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  said  court.  Since  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and 
the  settlement  of  the  bill  of  exceptions,  the  attorney  for  the 

Slaintiff  has  issued  an  execution  on  the  judgment  of  the  12th 
December,  claiming  it  to  be  still  in  force,  on  the  ground  that 
the  condition  had  not  been  complied  with  in  respect  to  the 
payment  of  costs.  A  motion  was  subsequently  made  by  the 
defendants  to  set  aside  this  execution  and  the  judgment  afore- 
said unconditionally,  which  was  granted  by  the  court.  The 
present  motion  to  this  court  is  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  against 
the  court  below,  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  to  vacate 
this  last  order. 

The  ^ound  upon  which  the  court  below  placed  its  decisior 
for  setting  aside  the  judgment  and  execution  unconditionally, 
is,  that  the  attorney  for  the  plaintifis,  by  not  making  out  his 
bill  of  costs,  procuring  a  taxation,  and  demanding  them  pre- 
vious to  the  hearing  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  thereby  im- 
pliedly consented  to  waive  this  condition,  and  cannot  after- 
wards set  it  up  for  the  purpose  of  invalidating  the  order  of  the 
19th  December,  vacating  the  judgment.  We  concur  in  this 
view  of  the  court,  and  we  are  also  satisfied,  from  the  course  of 
the  proceedings  preparatory  to  the  motion  for  the  new  trial,  the 
hearing  of  that  motion,  and  the  turning  of  the  case  into  a  bill 
of  exceptions  with  a  view  to  a  writ  of  error,  it  was  the  under- 
standing of  both  parties  that  the  judgment  of  the  12th  Decem- 
ber was  to  be  considered  as  vacated,  and  that  a  new  one  be 
entered  for  the  plaintifis,  if  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  desired. 
The  court  is  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  facts  presented 
upon  this  motion  for  a  m^tndamus  are  not  such  as  entitle  the 
plaintLffia  to  a  rule  to  their  cause,  and  it  must  therefore  be  denied. 


Jambs  L.  and  Bamubl  L.  Taylor,  Administbators  ov  Bobbrt 
Taylor,  degbasbd.  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  v.  Kathan  T.  Car* 

RYL,  WHO  SURVIVED  WiLLIAM  J.  WaRD. 

Where  a  Tessel  had  been  seized  under  a  process  of  foreign  attachment  issoing  from 
a  State  court  in  Pennsylvania,  and  a  motion  was  pending  in  that  court  for  an 
order  of  sale,  a  libel  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  mariners^ 
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wages,  ftnd  process  issaed  under  it,  could  not  direst  the  authorities  of  tiie  Stalt 

of  their  authority  over  the  ressel;  and  of  the  two  sales  made,  one  hj  the  sheriff 

and  one  bj  the  nuuvhal,  the  sale  bj  the  sheriff  must  be  considered  as  conT^jiof 

the  legal  title  to  the  proper^,  and  the  sale  by  the  marshal  as  inoperatiTe. 
Where  propertj  is  levied  upon,  it  is  not  liable  to  be  taken  bj  an  officer  acting 

under  another  jurisdiction. 
The  cases  examined  where  conflicting  claims  against  the  same  proper^  are  set  vp 

under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  under  State  laws. 
The  process  of  foreign  attachment  in  Pennsylvania  is  identical  with  thai  whleh 

issues  out  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  sitting  in  admiraltj. 
The  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  although  ezclmdre 

on  some  subjects,  is  concurrent  upon  others.    The  courts  of  common  law  deal 

with  ships  or  vessels  as  with  other  personal  property. 
In  order  to  give  Jurisdiction  m  rem,  the  seizure  by  Uie  marshal  must  hare  been 

valid;  and  this  was  not  the  case  when  the  vessel  was,  at  the  time  of  seiiure,  in 

the  actual  and  legal  possession  of  the  sheriff! 

This  case  was  broufi;ht  up  from  the  Sapreme  Ck)urt  of  Penn- 
B^lvania,  by  a  writ  of  error  issued  under  the  twenty-fifth  sec- 
tion of  the  judieiaiy  act. 

The  fBycts  of  the  case  are  particularly  stated  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court 

It  was  argued  by  Mr.  OadwdUader  and  Mr.  Hood  for  the  plain* 
tiffi  in  error^  and  by  Mr.  Evaria  for  the  defendant. 

The  Reporter  would  be  much  pleased  if  he  could  place  be- 
fore his  readers  an  extended  report  of  the  arguments  of  counsel 
in  a  case  of  such  importance  and  general  mterest  to  the  pro- 
fession as  the  present.  But  he  is  admonished  by  the  size  to 
which  the  present  volume  has  grown,  that  it  has  already  reached 
the  customary  limits  of  such  a  work;  and  all  that  he  can  do  is 
to  present  a  brief  sketch  of  the  views  of  the  respective  counsel. 

After  examining  the  respective  jurisdictions  of  the  State  and 
admiralty  courts,  and  the  nature  of  the  process  and  proceed- 
ings, the  counsel  for  the  plaintifis  in  error  deduced  the  follow- 
ing propositions: 

1.  That  over  all  maritime  liens  for  seamen's  wages,  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  has  exclusive  cognizance  when- 
ever invoked  by  the  seamen,  and  the  State  courts  have  no  ju- 
risdiction over  such  liens. 

2.  Although  a  State  court  has  no  jurisdiction  whatever  over 
a  maritime  hen,  yet  that  court  will  afford  to  a  seaman,  if  ho 
choose  to  resort  to  it,  a  remedy  by  personal  action,  against  the 
owner  or  master  of  the  vessel,  on  the  contract  for  wages,  or 
perhaps  by  permitting  him  to  intervene  in  a  personal  action, 
alreaay  penaing;  but  the  cognizance  of  the  State  court  does 
not  attach,  unless  specially  invoked  by  the  seaman. 

8.  That  the  existence  of  one  or  more  remedies  for  a  seaman 
to  recover  his  wages  in  a  State  court,  does  not  oust  the  cogni- 
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sanoe  of  the  admiralty  court  over  his  lien  arainBt  the  yessel; 
the  seaman  may  pursue  either  of  these  remedies  only,  or  both 
together. 

4.  That  the  pendency  of  proceedings  in  foreign  attachment 
in  a  State  court  against  the  vessel,  at  the  suit  of  a  general 
creditor  of  the  owner,  and  the  seizure  and  sale  of  the  vessel 
by  the  sheriff  under  such  proceedings,  do  not  oust  the  admi- 
ralty jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
over  liens  for  the  wa^es  of  the  seamen,  if  invoked  by  them, 
nor  prevent  the  admiralty  court  from  enforcing  such  liens 
against  the  vessel  in  specie,  by  proceedings  in  rem. 

5.  That  the  sale  of  a  vessel,  under  a  writ  or  order  of  a  com- 
mon-law court,  does  not,  under  the  general  maritime  law  of 
the  United  States,  divest  the  lien  of  a  seaman  for  his  wages, 
so  as  to  prevent  its  enforcement  against  the  vessel  in  specie, 
by  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  under  proceedings 
in  rem  in  the  admiralty 

6.  That  a  sale  of  a  vessel  under  a  writ  or  order  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States,  proceeding  in  rem  against  a 
vessel  in  the  admiralty,  not  appealed  from  nor  reversed,  passes 
to  the  purchaser  a  title  to  the  vessel  discharged  of  all  liens  and 
encumbrances  whatever. 

7.  That  where  a  vessel  sul^ect  to  maritime  liens  for  seamen's 
wa^es  is  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  a  writ  from  a  State  court, 
and  subsequently  a  proceeding  in  rem  is  commenced  in  the  ad- 
miralty to  enforce  these  liens,  it  would  be  an  usurpation  of 
admiralty  jurisdiction  by  the  State  court,  if,  after  being  informed 
of  the  existence  of  said  liens  and  proceedings,  the  State  court 
ordered  a  sale  of  the  vessel,  as  perishable  and  chargeable,  on 
the  ^ound,  inter  aliaj  of  the  accruing  daily  expenses  of  the  said 
manners'  wages. 

The  proceediDg  under  which  the  sale  was  ordered  bv  the 
State  court  was  based  not  upon  the  simple  allegation  of  per^ 
ishableness,  but  upon  an  allegation  of  penshableness  by  reason 
of  chargeaJbleness ;  in  other  words,  the  sale  was  prayed  and  or- 
dered because  the  subject  was  a  chargeable  one.  That  which 
was  alleged  to  render  her  thus  chargeable  was  mainly  an  accu- 
mulating liability  for  the  very  seamen's  wages  in  question. 
Without  this  liability,  rum  consiaiy  that  an^  sale  would  have 
been  ordered.  In  correcter  language,  it  is  legally  to  be  as- 
sumed, that  without  it  there  would  have  been  no  sufficient 
chargeableness.  For  these  wages,  the  lien  had  already  attached 
to  the  vessel  by  the  proceeding  in  admiralty.  Thus,  in  order 
to  render  the  vessel  saleable  as  chargeable,  the  subject  of  the 
lien,  which  could  constitutionally  be  enforced  directly  in  the 
admiral^  alone,  was  by  a  usurpation  of  jurisdiction  imported 
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into  the  proceeding  in  the  State  court,  as  the  foundation  of  the 
very  proceeding  in  question. 

This  appears  from  the  order  of  sale  of  the  State  court  made 
not  under  one  alone,  but  under  both  of  the  foreie^  attachments, 
and  from  the  petition  referred  to  in  the  order  of  sale  of  Robert 
Bell,  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  attachment,  alleging  the  vessel  in 
question  to  be  ^'of  a  chargeable  and  perishable  nature,  from 
the  daily  expense  of  wharfage,  custody  fees,  mariners'  wages, 
and  liable  to  deterioration  in  her  hull,  apparel,  and  furniture, 
from  exposure  to  ice,  wind,  sun,  and  weather." 

8.  The  legal  custody  of  the  vessel  claimed  for  the  admiralty 
in  this  case  will  not  necessarily  lead  to  conflict  between  the 
United  States  and  State  courts  and  their  respective  officers; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  will  tend  to  prevent  such  conflicts,  by 
maintaining  each  in  the  legitimate  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction 
and  powers. 

According  to  the  English  admiralty  law,  as  recognised  by  Sir 
John  Jarvis,  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  when  a  ves- 
sel subject  to  maritime  liens  for  seamen's  wages  is  seized  by 
the  sheriff,  under  a  writ  of  foreign  attachment  from  a  State 
court,  and  subsequently  a  proceeding  in  rem  is  commenced  in 
the  admiralty,  to  enforce  the  seamen's  liens,  the  latter  pro- 
ceeding relates  back  to  the  time  when  the  liens  were  created, 
and  in  contemplation  of  law  the  legal  custody  of  the  vessel  is 
deemed  to  have  been  in  the  admiralty  from  the  period  when 
the  lien  first  attached,  (Harmer  v.  Bell,  22  Eng.  L.  and  Eq. 
R.,  72,)  so  far  at  least  as  may  be  necessary  to  protect  these 
liens.  This  legal  custody  of  the  admiralty  is  not  incompatible 
with,  and  does  not  necessarily  interfere  with,  the  possession  of 
the  sheriff,  nor  the  proceedings  in  the  State  court.  In  such  a 
case,  the  sheriff  may  hold  the  vessel  until  bail  be  entered  for 
the  owner,  or  until  the  owner's  interest  has  been  sold  to  satisfy 
plaintifi*'s  claim.  But  the  proceedings  in  rem  in  the  admiralty, 
being  known  to  the  purchaser  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  he  will  take 
the  vessel  cum  (mere — ^and,  on  paying  off  the  maritime  liens, 
will  acquire  a  perfect  title.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  admiral- 
ty sell  the  vessel  whilst  the  proceedings  in  the  State  court  are 
pending,  and  the  sheriff  still  in  possession,  the  title  of  the 
purchaser  is  good  against  all  the  world;  but  the  surplus  that 
may  remain  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  admiralty  sale,  after 
payment  of  the  liens  agamst  the  vessel,  would,  on  application 
to  that  court,  be  ordered  to  be  paid  to  the  sheriff  or  into  the 
State  court 

In  the  case  of  the  Royal  Saxon,  the  purchasers  at  the  sheriff^a 
sale  might  have  obviated  the  necessity  of  a  sale  by  the  admi- 
ralty by  satisfying  the  maritime  liens.     They  could  have  din* 
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diarged  the  vessel  from  them  by  paying  the  holders,  or,  by 
leave  of  the  admiralty  court,  they  could  have  paid  into  its 
registry  enough  to  satisfy  them,  bein^  entitled  to  receive  back 
any  surplus.  In  this  way  they  could  have  acquired  a  perfect 
title ;  but  they  pursued  neither  course,  nor  did  they  bring  the 
matter  in  any  form  before  the  District  Court  of  the  United 
States.  The  maritime  liens  therefore  continued  attached  to 
the  vessel  after  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  until  sold  by  the  mar- 
shal, when  Mr.  Tavlor  became  the  purchaser. 

If  the  doctrines  laid  down  in  this  case  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Pennsylvania,  and  on  which  the  judgment  of  that  court  can 
alone  be  sustained,  are  to  be  adopted  as  the  maritime  and  ad- 
miralty law  of  the  United  States,  the  privileged  lien,  hereto- 
fore supposed  to  belong  to  mariners,  is  in  effect  taken  away. 
It  will  be  in  the  power  of  a  master  or  owner  of  a  vessel,  in 
every  case,  to  prevent  seamen  from  availing  themselves  of  their 
lien. 

This  may  be  effected  by  procuring  a  constable  to  seize  the 
vessel,  and  hold  her  in  custody  until  she  is  about  to  sail,  and 
then  release  her.  It  only  requires  a  ji.  fa.  or  attachment  to 
issue  on  a  judgment  confessed  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
for  a  small  amount,  to  a  real  or  pretended  creditor;  because, 
according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylva- 
nia, there  is  no  peculiar  potency  in  admiralty  process  in  reniy 
against  ships — "in  substance,  the  proceeding  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  against  a  stray  cow  is  exactly  equivalent."  (Record, 
72;  Taylor  v.  Carryl,  12  Harris,  261.)  By  the  seizure  of  the 
ship,  therefore,  whether  by  sheriff  or  constable,  the  whole  cus- 
tody of  her  is  in  the  State  tribunal,  (Record,  61,  77,)  and  any 
action  or  decree  afterwards  by  the  aamiralty,  in  order  to  en- 
force the  mariners'  lien  a^inst  the  ship,  would  be  in  relation 
to  a  subject  over  which  it  had  no  control,  and  would  conse- 
quently be  void."  (Record,  61 ;  Taylor  v.  Carryl,  12  Harris 
Rep.,  2690 

Judge  Wells,  in  his  opinion  delivered  in  the  case  of  the 
Gk)lden  Gate,  (Newberry's  Adm.  Rep.,  296,  808;  5  Am.  Law 
Reg.,  156, 168,)  points  out  other  inconveniences  from  allowing 
to  the  process  of  justices  of  the  peace,  &c.,  the  force  of  pro- 
ceedings m  rem.  ^^If,"  says  he,  ^Hhere  is  an  average  of  nfty 
counties  to  each  State,  and  twenty  justices  of  the  peace  to 
each  county,  we  should  then  have  in  the  United  States  thirty- 
one  thousand  courts  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  to 
say  nothing  of  the  courts  of  record,"  jcc.  (6  Am.  Law  Reg., 
168, 169.) 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  have  decided  that,  by 
ihe  law  or  that  State,  a  seaman  may  come  into  her  courts  and 
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•enforce  his  maritime  lien  for  wages  against  the  proceeds  of  m 
vessel  sold  by  the  sheriff.  Although  this  be  a  doctrine  un* 
known  to  the  old  common  law,  yet  there  would  be  no  reason 
to  complain  of  it,  if  that  court  had  not  gone  farther,  and  de- 
<^ided  that  the  seaman's  only  remedy  in  such  a  case  was  in  the 
State  court,  and  that  he  had  no  longer  a  right  to  enforce  his 
lien  in  the  admiralty.  The  State  court  undertook  to  define 
the  limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  courts;  and  if  it 
has  erred  in  this,  it  is  the  right  and  duty  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  to  correct  the  error,  and  whilst  asserting 
the  legitimate  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty,  to  administer  the 
maritime  law  as  it  has  been  recognised  and  established  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States.  It  is  an  important 
function  of  this  court  to  defend  the  lawful  jurisdiction  of  the 
4idmiralty,  and  the  just  efficacy  of  its  process  against  judicial 
as  well  as  legislative  encroachment^  amon^  other  reasons,  be- 
cause on  these  mainly  depend  the  rights  of  seamen  and  others 
having  maritime  liens. 

In  mis  case,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  is  not 
called  on  to  alter  in  any  respect  the  municipal  law  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, but  simply  to  declare  that  the  additional  remedy  allowed 
to  seamen  bv  that  law  does  not  oust  the  admiralty  of  its  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction,  if  the  seamen  prefer  a  recourse  to  it,  rather 
than  to  the  remedies  provided  by  the  State  law. 

A  reversal,  therefore,  of  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Pennsylvania  will  involve  no  victory  of  Federal  over  State 
Authority  and  power.  It  will  concede  to  the  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  coarts  nothing  but  what 
the  stanchest  friend  of  State  rights  and  the  most  jealous  ad* 
versary  of  Federal  encroachment  may  safely  concede,  because 
imperatively  required  for  the  safety  and  protection  of  a  class 
of  men  whose  rights  are  specially  protected  by  the  commercial 
codes  of  every  civilized  nation,  and  by  none  more  carefully 
than  by  that  of  the  United  States ;  rights,  in  the  maintenance 
•of  which  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  and  her  people 
are  as  much  interested  as  the  people  of  any  of  the  other  states, 
for  the  sake  of  those  of  her  citizens  (and  they  are  very  numer- 
ous) who  have  devoted  themselves  to  the  sea. 

The  third  point  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  was  the 
following: 

Third  Paint.  The  judgment  below  on  the  merits  of  the  con 
troversv  determined  by  it  is  free  from  error. 

I.  The  plaintiff  below,  by  his  purchase  at  the  sheriff's  sale^ 
acquired  a  good  title  to  the  barque  ^'Boyal  Saxon." 

1.  By  the  process  of  foreign  attachment,  and  the  possesdM 
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of  the  sheriff  under  that  process,  the  barque  was  in  the  custody 
of  the  law,  to  abide  the  result  of  the  suit  in  which  process  i» 
sued.  (Act  Penn.,  June  13,  1856,  sees.  48,  50;  same,  March 
20,  1845,  sec.  2;  Morgan  t?.  Whatmaugh,  5  What,  125;  Serg. 
For.  Att.,  1,  28.) 

2.  Its  sale,  pending  the  suit,  as  perishable  property,  waa 
regular,  and  by  authority  of  a  competent  court  having  juris- 
diction. 

8.  The  judicial  sale  of  property  as  perishable  is,  in  the  na- 
ture of  the  procedure,  and  from  the  same  policy  and  necessity 
which  occasion  the  sale,  a  conversion  or  transmutation  of  the 
thinff  itself,  overriding  every  question  of  title  and  lien. 

(l!)  The  right  and  power  of  such  sale  are  not  supported  upon 
any  notion  or  determination  of  title,  but  wholly  upon  the  con- 
dition of  the  thing  sold. 

(2.)  The  motive  and  effect  of  the  sale  are  for  the  benefit  of 
the  real  title  and  of  every  valid  lien,  to  save  from  perishing  ta 
the  owner  and  the  lienor  the  subject  of  his  property  or  lien. 

(3.)  To  sav  the  court  has  this  right  to  sell  the  thing  in  it» 
custody,  and  exercises  this  right,  and  yet  the  buyer  at  such 
sale  does  not  take  the  thing  sold,  but  only  the  right,  title,  or 
interest,  of  some  particular  person  or  persons,  is  insensible^ 
and  subversive  of  the  whole  doctrine  of  sales  by  necessity. 
(Foster  v.  Cockburn,  Sir  Thomas  Parker's  Exch.  K.,  70;  Jen- 
nings V.  Carson,  4  Cranch,  26,  27 ;  Grant  v.  McLaughlin,  4 
Johns.  S.,  34;  The  Tilton,  5  Mas.,  481,  482.) 

(4.])  The  remedy  of  any  party  whose  property  has  been,  with- 
out right  as  against  him,  brought  into  this  peril  of  litigation 
which  has  necessitated,  and  so  justified,  its  valid  sale,  is  by 
action  against  the  suitor  or  the  officer  who  has  wrongfully  sudh 
jected  it  to  this  conversion,  or  by  claiming  upon  the  proceed» 
of  the  sale,  at  his  election. 

IL  The  defendant  below,  by  his  purchase  at  the  marshal's^ 
sale,  acquired  no  title  to  the  barque. 

1.  When  the  attachment  and  monition  issued  in  the  admi- 
ralty suit,  the  barque  was  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Philadelphia,  and  so  continued  until  after  the  order 
fbr  its  sale  as  perisnable. 

The  marshal,  therefore,  never  had  custody,  nor  the  District 
Court  possession,  of  t^e  barque,  to  support  any  jurisdiction  to 
sell  as  perishable.  (The  Robert  Fulton,  1  Paine  C.  C.  B.,  625, 
626;  Haffan  v.  Lucas,  10  Peters,  408;  Jennings  v.  Carson,  4 
Cranch,  26,  27.) 

8.  The  effect  of  a  sale  in  admiralty,  pending  a  suit^  of  prop- 
«rfy  m  perishable,  is  not  at  all  strengthened  or  qualified  by  tbe 
niuie  of  the  ekim  or  lien  prosecutra  in  the  smt 
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Whether  the  cause  of  action  be  of  one  degree  of  privilege 
or  priority  or  another,  the  efficacy  of  the  writ  to  the  marshal  is 
the  same,  the  custody  of  the  court  is  the  same,  and  the  grounds 
and  effect  of  the  special  sale  of  the  property  in  custody  are  the 
same. 

So,  too,  whether  the  cause  of  action  fail  to  be  supported  in 
the  final  decree  is  immaterial ;  the  jurisdiction  to  sell,  and  the 
title  conveyed,  depending  on  the  court's  possession  of  the  suit-, 
and  of  the  perishable  property,  and  not  at  all  on  the  event  of 
the  suit.  (Harmer  v.  I5ell,  the  case  of  the  Bold  Buccleugh  in 
Privy  Council,  22  Enff.  L.  and  E.) 

3.  The  title  of  the  defendant  below,  then,  derives  no  special 
validity  from  the  peculiar  privilege  among  admiralty  liens  ac- 
corded to  wages. 

The  whole  question  is,  between  the  two  sales  by  the  two 
courts,  as  to  which  passed  the  title;  if  the  cause  of  action  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  had  been  for  seamen's 
wages,  and  the  cause  of  action  in  the  District  Court  had  been 
on  a  charter  party,  or  bill  of  lading,  the  question  of  the  effect 
of  the  two  sales  would  rest  on  the  same  considerations  as  under 
the  actual  facts  in  the  case. 

III.  The  sale  by  the  sheriff  gave  to  the  purchaser  a  title 
discharged  of  all  liens,  which  thereafter  attached  only  to  the 
fund  produced  by  the  sale.  This  effect  follows  every  judicial 
sale  of  the  res  itself,  (made  by  a  court  having  jurisdiction,)  and 
the  claim  of  seamen's  wages  has  no  exemption  from  this  con- 
sequence. 

1.  The  nature  of  the  lien  of  seamen's  wages  subjects  it  to 
this  consequence. 

It  is  neither  a,  jus  in  re  nor  a  jus  ad  rem;  it  gives  no  right  of 
possession,  and  is  not  displaced  by  change  of  possession — it  is 
a  right  of  action  to  be  enforced  by  judicial  procedure,  and  with 
(among  others)  the  special  remedy  of  being  satisfied,  by  means 
of  such  procedure,  out  of  the  ship.  (The  Nancy,  1  Paine  C. 
C.  R.,  184;  The  Brig  Nestor,  1  Sumn.,  80;  Ex  parte  Foster,  2 
Stoiy,  144;  Harmer  v.  Bell,  22  Eng.  L.  and  E.  K.,  72.) 

Whatever  prevents  the  judicial  process  (from  whose  vigor 
alone  the  seamen's  right  of  action  is  converted  into  a  right  of 
possession  or  dominion  over  the  ship)  from  reaching  the  shipL 

Eostpones  or  defeats,  as  the  case  may  be,  the  entorcement  of 
is  riffht  of  action  against  the  ship. 

If  the  ship  be  locally  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  process^ 
this  postpones  or  defeats  the  remedy. 

If  the  ship,  though  locally  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  pro- 
cess, be  withdrawn  from  its  operation  by  a  previous  subjection 
the  process  of  another  jurisdiction,  this  postpones  or  lefeati 
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the  remedy.  (The  Rohert  Fulton,  ut  supra;  Ilagan  v.  Lacaii 
same.) 

A  conversion  of  the  ship  into  proceeds  by  a  lawful  exercise 
of  dominion  over  it,  by  parafmount  authority,  or  through  judi- 
cial sentence,  defeats  the  remedy  against  the  ship,  which,  as  it 
were,  no  longer  exists,  in  specie,  to  meet  the  remedy. 

The  familiar  rule,  that  seamen's  claims  attach  for  their  sat- 
isfaction to  the  proceeds  of  such  sales,  proves  that  the  ship  is 
discharged  from  their  claims ;  otherwise  the  seamen  would  lake 
the  purchase-money,  produced  by  other  interests  than  theirs, 
to  discharge  claims  still  resting  on  the  ship,  and  not  included 
in  the  purchase-money.  (Presb.  Corp.  v.  Wallace,  8  liawle, 
150;  Sheppard  v.  Taylor,  6  Pet.,  676;  Brown  v.  Full,  2  Sumn., 
441;  Trump  v.  Ship  Thomas,  Bee's  B.,  86;  The  St.  Jago  de 
Cuba,  9  Wheat.,  414,  419.) 

Mr.  Justice  CAMPBELL  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

This  cause  comes  before  this  court  by  writ  of  error  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  under  the  twenty-fifth  section 
of  the  judiciary  act  of  the  24th  September,  1789. 

The  defendants  (Ward  &  Co.)  instituted  an  action  of  re- 
plevin in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  for  the  barque 
Royal  Saxon. 

tj pon  the  trial  of  the  cause  at  nisi  jnius^  it  appeared  that  the 
barque  arrived  at  the  port  of  Philadelphia  in  October,  1847,  on 
a  trading  voyage,  and  was  the  property  of  Robert  Mclntyre, 
of  Londonderry,  in  Ireland.  In  Is'ovember,  1847,  she  was  seized 
by  the  sheriff  of  Philadelphia  county,  under  a  writ  of  foreign 
attachment  that  was  issued  against  her  owner  and  another,  at 
the  suit  of  McQee  k  Co.,  of  Sew  Orleans,  from  the  Supreme 
Court;  and  at  the  same  time  her  captain  was  summoned  as  a 
garnishee.  On  the  15th  January,  1848,  those  creditors  com- 
menced proceedings  in  the  Supreme  Court  to  obtain  an  order 
of  sale,  because  the  barque  was  of  a  chargeable  and  perishable 
nature,  suftering  deterioration  from  exposure  to  the  weather, 
and  incurring  expenses  of  wharfage,  custody  fees,  &c.,  &c.  This 
application  was  opposed  by  the  captain  of  the  barque,  but  was 
allowed  by  the  court  on  the  29th  of  January,  1848.  The  ves- 
sel was  duly  sold  by  the  sheriff  under  this  order,  the  9th  Feb- 
ruary, 1848,  to  the  plaintifts  in  the  replevin.  Ward  k  Co. 

On  the  21st  January,  1848,  while  the  writs  of  attachment 
were  operative,  and  a  motion  for  the  sale  of  the  barque  was 

Sending  in  the  Supreme  Court,  the  seamen  on  board  the  barque 
led  their  libe'  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  eastern  district  of  Pennsylvania,  sitting  in  admiralty,  for 
the  balances  of  wages  due  to  them,  respectively,  up  to  tliat  ilate, 
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and  prayed  for  the  process  of  attachment  against  the  barque^ 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  court.  This  was  issued,  and^ 
on  the  same  day,  the  marshal  returned  on  the  writ,  ^'Attached 
the  barque  Royal  Saxon,  and  found  a  sheriff's  officer  on  board, 
claiming  to  have  her  in  custody."  The  captain  appeared  to  this 
libel,  and  filed  an  answer  admitting  the  demands  of  the  seamen. 

On  the  25th  January  he  exhibited  a  petition  to  the  District 
Court,  in  which  he  represented  the  pendency  of  the  suits  in  at- 
tachment and  in  admiralty;  that  the  barque  was  liable  to  him 
for  advances;  that  she  was  subject  to  heavy  charges,  and  could 
not  be  employed  to  carry  freight;  and  therefore  he,  with  the 
approbation  of  the  British  consul,  which  accompanied  the  peti- 
tion, solicited  an  order  of  sale  for  the  benefit  ox  all  persons  in- 
terested. This  order  was  granted  by  the  District  Court,  after 
due  inquiry,  on  the  9th  February,  1848,  and  was  executed  tiie 
15th  of  February,  1848,  by  the  marshal  of  the  court,  at  which 
time  the  defendant  in  the  replevin  was  the  purchaser,  who  took 
the  possession  of  the  vessel,  and  held  her  until  retaken  in  this 
replevin  suit  of  Ward  k  Co.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  replevin 
cause  at  nisi  prius^  the  defendant  solicited  instructions  to  the 
jury,  which  were  refused  by  the  court,  and  the  court  instructed 
the  jury  unfavorably  to  his  title.  From  the  instructions  asked, 
and  the  charge  delivered,  a  selection  is  made,  to  exhibit  the 
questions  decided.     The  court  was  requested  to  charge— 

8.  ^^That  when  the  lien  of  a  mariner  for  wages  is  sought  to 
be  enforced  in  the  admiralty  by  libel,  and  the  marshal  has  at- 
tached the  vessel  under  such  proceedings,  the  vessel  so  attached 
is  in  the  exclusive  custody  of  the  admiralty  until  the  claims  of 
the  libellants  have  been  adjudicated,  or  the  vessel  relieved  by 
order  of  the  court,  on  stipulation  or  otherwise;  and  such  ex- 
clusive custody  exists,  notwithstanding  a  previous  foreign 
attachment  from  a  court  of  law  served  on  tne  vessel  by  tne 
sheriff." 

5.  '*  That  a  foreign  attachment  is  not  properly  a  proceeding 
in  rem;  but  an  attachment  from  the  admiralty  on  a  libel  for 
mariners'  w^es  is  in  rem;  and  the  le^al  possession  acquired 
by  the  sheriff^  on  service  of  the  writ  of  forei^  attachment,  is 
ended,  superseded,  or  suspended,  by  the  service  of  such  attach* 
ment  from  the  admiralty.*' 

8.  ''That  when,  on  the  21st  of  January,  1848,  the  Royal 
Saxon  was  attached  under  the  process  issued  on  the  libel  for 
mariners'  wages,  she  came  by  virtue  of  that  attachment  into 
the  exclusive  custody  of  the  court  of  admiralty;  and  such  ex- 
clusive legal  custody  continued  from  the  21st  Januaiy,  1848y 
antil  the  sale  by  the  marshal,  by  order  of  that  eouiti  on  the 
15lh  Febniaiy,  184&'' 
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10.  *'  That  the  legal  possession  of  the  vessel  being  exciusirely 
in  the  admiralty  court  from  the  21st  January,  1848,  till  the 
sale  made,  by  order  of  that  court,  on  the  15th  February,  1848, 
the  sale  by  the  sheriff  on  the  9th  February,  1848,  ffave  no  title 
to  the  purchaser  as  against  the  sale  by  the  marshal." 

The  court  refused  so  to  instruct  the  jury,  but  charged  them : 
'^That  the  court  of  admiralty  could  not  proceed  against  the 
vessel  while  she  remained  in  the  custody  of  an  independent 
and  competent  jurisdiction;  that  the  presence  of  the  marshal 
on  the  ship  did  not  prove  his  custody,  for  the  sheriff's  officer 
was  there  before  him ;  that  the  marshal  did  not  dispossess  the 
sherifi*  but  prudently  retired  himself,  and  informed  the  court 
in  his  return  that  the  vessel  was  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff; 
that  if  the  sheriff  first  took  possession  of  the  vessel,  and  main- 
tained  it  until  she  was  sold  to  the  plaintifis,  they  had  the  better 
title;  and  that  the  fact  of  the  continuing  possession  of  the 
sheriff  was  for  the  jury."  A  verdict  w^as  returned  in  favor  of 
the  plaintifis,  upon  which  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  in  their  fovor,  confirming  the  opinion  of  the 
jud^e  as  expressed  to  the  jurjr  at  nisiprvu8. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  allowing  the  order  of 
sale  proceeded  upon  the  grounds:  '^That  the  suits  in  attach* 
ment  in  the  Supreme  Court  applied  to  alleged  interests  in  the 
vessel,  not  to  the  vessel  itself.  The  attachment  creditor,  if  he 
succeeds  in  his  suit,  obtains  recourse  against  the  thing  attached 
just  so  far  as  his  defendant  had  interest  in  it,  and  no  farther 
The  rights  of  third  parties  remain  in  both  cases  unaffected. 
The  bottomry  creditor,  residing,  it  may  be,  in  a  foreign  country, 
is  no  party  to  either  proceeding,  and  loses  none  or  his  rights. 
His  contract  was  with  the  thing,  not  the  owner,  and  it  is  there- 
fore not  embarrassed,  and  cannot  be,  by  any  question  or  con- 
test of  ownership.  So,  too,  seamen,  whoever  owns  the  vessel, 
or  how  often  soever  the  ownership  may  be  changed,  wherever 
she  may  to,  whatever  may  befall  her — so  long  as  a  plank  re- 
mains of  her  hull,  the  seamen  are  her  first  creditors,  and  she 
is  privileged  to  them  for  their  wa^es,"  &;c.,  &c. 

Again:  ^'What  interest  in  the  ship,"  asks  the  Distnct 
Court,  '^does  the  sheriff  propose  to  sell?  Not  a  title  to  it, 
but  the  defendant's  property  in  it,  whatever  it  may  be.  Not 
BO  in  the  admiralty.  Here  the  subject-matter  of  the  contro- 
versy is  the  res  itself.  It  passes  into  the  custody  of  the  court. 
All  the  world  are  parties,  and  the  decree  concludes  all  ou^ 
standing  interests,  because  all  are  represented.  Here  the^  are 
marshalled  in  their  order  of  title  and  privilege.  There  is  no 
<lifficulty  in  allowing  an  arrest  by  the  admiralty,  notwith- 
standing the  vessel  or  some  interest  in  it  has  passed  into  ihe 
VOL.  xz.  88 
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custody  of  the  sheriff.  He  retains  all  his  rights,  notwithstand- 
ing  the  marshal's  intervention.  The  proceeding  against  the 
vessel,  the  thing,  the  subject  of  the jpropertv  or  title,  may  still 
go  on  in  tne  admiralty.  The  sheriff's  vendee  of  the  ship  may 
intervene  there,  as  the  defendant  mi^ht  have  done  in  this  court; 
he  may  make  defence  to  the  proceeding  there  as  the  successor 
to  the  defendant's  rights,  and  may  be  substituted  ultimately 
before  the  judge  of  the  admiralty  as  a  claimant  of  the  surplus 
fund." 

This  cause  has  been  re^rded  in  this  court  as  one  of  import* 
ance.  It  has  been  argued  three  different  times  at  the  bar,  and 
has  received  the  careful  consideration  of  the  court  The  de- 
liberations of  the  court  have  resulted  in  the  conviction  that 
the  question  presented  in  the  cause  is  not  a  new  question,  and 
is  not  determinable  upon  any  novel  principle,  but  that  the 
question  has  come  before  this  and  other  courts  in  other  forms, 
and  has  received  its  solution  by  the  application  of  a  compre- 
hensive principle  which  has  recommended  itself  to  the  courts 
as  just  and  equal,  and  as  opposing  no  hindrance  to  an  efficient 
administration  of  the  judicial  power. 

In  Payne  v.  Drew,  4  East.,  528,  Lord  Ellenborough  said: 
"It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  not  to  be  contradictory  to  any 
cases  nor  any  principles  of  law,  and  to  be  mainly  conducive 
to  public  convenieuee  and  to  the  prevention  of  fraud  and  vex- 
atious delav  in  these  matters,  to  hold  that  where  there  are 
several  authorities  equally  competent  to  bind  the  goods  of  a 
party,  when  executed  by  the  proper  officer,  that  they  shall  be 
considered  as  effectually  and  for  all  purposes  bound  by  the 
authority  which  first  actually  attaches  upon  them  in  point  of 
execution,  and  under  which  an  execution  shall  have  been  first 
executed." 

This  rule  is  the  fruit  of  experience  and  wisdom,  and  regulatee 
the  relations  and  maintains  harmony  among  the  various  supe- 
rior courts  of  law  and  of  chancery  in  Great  Britain. 

Those  courts  take  efficient  measures  to  maintain  their  con- 
trol over  property  within  their  custody,  and  support  their  offi- 
cers in  defending  it  with  firmness  and  constancy.  The  court 
of  chancery  does  not  allow  the  possession  of  its  receiver,  se- 
questrator,  committee,  or  custodee,  to  be  disturbed  by  a  party, 
whether  claiming  by  title  paramount  or  under  the  ri^ht  which 
they  were  appointed  to  protect,  (Evelyn  v.  Lewis,  3  Hare,  472; 
5  Madd.,  406,)  as  their  possession  is  the  possession  of  the  court 
(Noe  V.  Gibson,  7  Paige,  713.)  Nor  will  the  court  allow  an  in- 
terfering claimant  to  question  the  validity  of  the  orders  under 
which  possession  was  obtained,  on  the  ground  that  they  were 
improvidently  made.     (Russell  v.  East  Anglien  R.  Co.,  8  MoN 
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and  Qord.,  104.)  The  courts  of  law  uphold  the  right  of  their 
officers  to  maintain  actions  to  recover  property  withdrawii 
from  them,  and  for  disturbance  to  them  in  the  exercise  of  the 
duties  of  their  office. 

But  it  is  in  this  court  that  the  principle  stated  in  Payne  9. 
Drew  has  received  its  clearest  illustration,  and  been  employed 
most  frequently,  and  with  most  benignant  results.  It  forms  a 
recognised  portion  of  the  duty  of  this  court  to  give  preference 
to  such  principles  and  methods  of  procedure  as  shall  serve  to 
conciliate  the  distinct  and  independent  tribunals  of  the  States 
and  of  the  Union,  so  that  they  may  co-operate  as  harmonious 
members  of  a  judicial  system  coextensive  with  the  United 
States,  and  submitting  to  the  paramount  authority  of  the  same 
Constitution,  laws,  and  Federal  obligations.  The  decisions  of 
this  court  that  disclose  such  an  aim,  and  that  embody  the 
principles  and  modes  of  administration  to  accomplish  it,  have 
gone  from  the  court  with  authority,  and  have  returned  to  it, 
brining  the  vigor  and  strength  that  is  always  imparted  to 
magistrates,  of  whatever  class,  by  the  approbation  and  confi- 
dence of  those  submitted  to  their  government.  The  decision 
in  the  case  of  Hagan  v.  Lucas,  10  Pet,  400,  is  of  this  class.  It 
was  a  case  in  which  a  sheriff  had  seized  property  under  valid 
process  from  a  State  court,  and  had  delivered  it  on  bail  to  abide 
it  trial  of  the  right  to  the  property,  and  its  liability  to  the  exe- 
cution. The  same  property  was  then  seized  by  the  marshal, 
under  process  against  tiie  same  defendant.  This  court,  in  their 
opinion,  sa^ :  ^'  Wliere  a  sheriff  has  made  a  levy,  and  after- 
wards receives  executions  against  the  same  defendant,  he  may 
appropriate  any  surplus  that  shall  remain,  after  satisfying  the 
first  levy  by  the  order  of  the  court.  But  the  same  rule  does 
not  govern  when  the  executions,  as  in  the  present  case,  issue 
from  different  jurisdictions.  The  marshal  may  apply  moneys 
'Collected  under  different  executions,  the  same  as  the  sheriff. 
But  this  cannot  be  done  as  between  the  marshal  and  the  sheriff; 
a  most  iiyurious^  conflict  of  jurisdiction  would  be  likely  often 
to  arise  between  the  Federal  and  the  State  courts,  if  tne  final 
process  of  the  one  could  be  levied  on  propertv  which  had  been 
taken  on  process  of  the  other.  The  marshal  or  the  sheriff  as 
the  case  may  be,  by  a  levy  acquires  a  special  property  in  the 
goods,  and  may  maintain  an  action  for  tiiem.  Bvi  if  the  same 
</oods  may  be  taken  in  execution  by  the  marshal  and  the  sheriffs  does 
this  special  property  vest  in  the  one  or  the  other j  or  both  of  them  t  No 
SUCH  CASB  CAN  EXIST ;  property  once  levied  on  remains  in  the 
oustody  of  the  law,  ana  is  not  liable  to  be  taken  by  another 
execution  in  the  hands  of  a  different  officer,  and  especially^  by 
«j  officer  acting  under  another  jurisdiction.'*    The  principle 
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eontained  in  this  extract  from  the  opinion  of  the  oonrt ' 
applied  by  this  court  to  determine  the  conflicting  pretensions- 
of  creditors  by  judgment  in  a  court  of  the  Unit^  States,  and 
an  administrator  who  has  declared  the  insolvency  of  his  estate, 
and  was  administering  it  under  the  orders  of  a  probate  court, 
(8  How.  S.  C.  R.,  107,)  in  a  controversy  between  receivers  and 
trustees  holding  under  a  court  of  chancery,  and  judgment 
creditors  seeking  their  remedy  by  means  of  executory  process, 
(14  How.  8.  C.  K.,  52,  368,)  and  to  settle  the  priorities  of  ex- 
ecution  creditors  of  distinct  courts.  (PuUiam  v.  Osborn,  17 
How.,  471.) 

In  a  case  not  dissimilar  in  principle  from  the  present,  the- 
principle  was  applied  in  favor  of  the  Executive  department,, 
having  property  in  custody  whose  possession  was  disturbed  by 
a  State  officer  under  judicial  process.  An  attachment  from  a 
State  court  was  levied  upon  merchandise  imported,  but  not 
entered  at  the  custom-house,  and  the  validity  of  the  levy  wa* 
the  question  involved.  (Harmar  v.  Dennie,  8  Pet.,  292.)  The 
court  say:  "From  their  arrival  in  port,  the  goods  are,  in  legal 
contemplation,  in  the  custody  of  the  United  States.  An  at- 
tachment of  such  goods  presupposes  a  right  to  take  the  pos- 
session and  custody,  and  to  make  such  possession  and  custody 
exclusive.  If  the  officer  attaches  upon  mesne  process,  he  has 
the  right  to  hold  the  possession  to  answer  the  exigency  of  th^ 
writ.  The  act  of  Congress  recognises  no  such  authority,  and 
admits  of  no  such  exercise  of  right."  To  the  argument,  that 
the  United  States  might  hold  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  du* 
ties,  and  the  sheriff  might  attach  the  residuary  right,  suDJect 
to  the  prior  claim,  the  court  say:  "The  United  States  have- 
nowhere  recognised  or  provided  for  a  concurrent  possession  or 
custody  by  any  such  officer." 

A  recognition  of  the  same  principle  is  to  be  found  in  Peck 
V.  Jenness,  7  How.  S.  C.  R.,  612.  An  act  of  Congress  had 
conferred  on  the  courts  of  the  United  States  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion "of  all  suits  and  proceedings  of  bankruptcy,"  and  had 
provided  that  the  act  should  not  be  held  to  impair  or  destroy 
existing  rights,  liens,  mortgages,  &;c.,  &c.,  on  the  estate  of  the- 
bankrupt.  A  District  Court  of  the  United  States  decided  that 
its  jurisdiction  extended  to  administer  the  entire  estate  of  the 
bankrupt  court,  and  that  the  liens  on  the  property,  whether 
judicial  or  consensual,  must  be  asserted  exclusively  in  that 
court,  and  that  all  other  jurisdictions  had  been  superseded. 
This  court  denied  the  pretension  of  the  District  Court,  andl 
affirmed,  "That  when  a  court  has  jurisdiction,  it  has  a  right  ta 
decide  e\iery  question  which  occurs  in  the  cause;  and  when 
the  jurisdiction  of  tlie  court  and  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to» 
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prosecute  his  suit  has  once  attached,  that  ri^ht  cannot  be  uv 
rested  or  taken  away  bjr  proceedings  in  another  suit  These 
rules  have  their  foundation  not  merely  in  comity,  but  in  ne- 
cessity;  for  if  one  may  enjoin,  the  other  may  retort,  by  injunc- 
tion, and  thus  the  parties  be  without  remedy,  being  liable  to 
•a  process  for  contempt  in  one,  if  they  dare  to  proceed  in  the 
other.  Neither  can  one  take  property  from  the  custody  of  the 
other  b^  replevin,  or  any  other  process,  for  this  would  produce 
A  conflict  extremely  embarrassing  to  the  administration  of 
justice." 

The  le^slation  of  Congress,  in  organizing  the  judicial  pow* 
€rs  of  the  United  States,  exhibits  much  circumspection  in  avoid* 
ing  occasions  for  placing  the  tribunals  of  the  States  and  of  the 
Union  in  any  collision.  A  limited  number  of  cases  exist,  in 
which  a  party  sued  in  a  State  court  may  obtain  the  transfer  of 
the  cause  to  a  court  of  the  United  States,  by  an  application  to 
the  State  court  in  which  it  was  commenced;  and  this  court,  in 
a  few  well-defined  cases,  by  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  judi- 
ciary act  of  1789,  may  revise  the  judgment  of  the  tribunal  of  last 
resort  of  a  State,  in  all  other  respects  the  tribunals  of  the 
State  and  the  Union  are  independent  of  one  another.  The 
courts  of  the  United  States  cannot  issue  ^'an  injunction  to  stay 
proceedings  in  any  court  of  a  State,"  and  the  judiciary  act  pro- 
vides that  '^  writs  of  habeas  carpus  shall  in  no  case  extena  to 
prisoners  in  jail,  unless  where  they  are  in  custody  under  or  bj 
<;oIor  of  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  are  committed  for 
trial  before  some  court  of  the  same,  or  are  necessary  to  be 
brought  into  court  to  testify."  "  Thus,  as  the  law  now  stands," 
say  this  court,  ^^an  individual  who  may  be  indicted  in  a  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  treason  against  the  United  States  is  beyond  the 
power  of  the  Federal  courts  and  judges,  if  he  be  in  custody 
under  the  authority  of  a  State."  (Ex  parte  Dorr,  8  How.  8. 
C.  R.,  103.)  And  signal  instances  are  reported  in  verification 
of  the  above  statement.  (Ex  parte  Robmson,  6  McLean  R.» 
856.) 

Tnis  inquiry  will  not  be  considered  as  irrelevant  to  the  ques- 
tion under  the  consideration  of  the  court.  The  process  of  for- 
eign attachment  has  been  for  a  long  time  in  use  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  its  operation  is  well  defined,  by  statute  as  well  as 
judicial  precedents.  The  duties  of  the  sheriff,  under  that  pro- 
cess, are  identical  with  those  of  a  marshal,  holding  an  attach- 
ment from  the  District  Court  sitting  in  admiralty.  ^'Tbe 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant,  in  the  attachment,  (such 
is  the  language  of  the  statute,)  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee, 
shall,  after  such  service,  be  bound  by  such  writ,  andbe  in  th# 
officer's  power;  and  if  susceptible  of  seizure  or  manaal 
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patioDy  the  officers  shall  proceed  to  secure  the  same,  to  answer 
and  abide  the  jadgment  of  the  court  in  that  case,  unless  the 
person  having  the  same  shall  give  security.  (Purdin's  Dig.,  50, 
sec.  50;  5  Whar.,  125;  Carryl  r.  Taylor,  12.) 

it  follows,  by  an  inevitable  induction  from  the  cases  of  Har- 
mar  v,  Dennie,  3  Pet.,  299;  Hagan  v.  Lucas,  10  Pet.,  400;  and 
Peck  17.  Jenness,  7  How.,  612,  that  the  custody  acquired  through 
the  '^  seizure  or  manual  occupation ''  of  the  Royal  Saxon,  under 
the  attachment  by  the  sheriff  of  Philadelphia  county,  could  not 
legally  be  obstructed  by  the  marshal,  nor  could  he  properly 
assert  a  concurrent  right  with  him  in  the  property,  unless  the 
court  of  admiralty  holds  some  peculiar  relation  to  the  State 
courts  or  to  the  property  attached,  which  authorized  the  action 
or  right  of  its  marshal.  The  relation  of  the  District  Courts,  as 
courts  of  admiralty,  is  defined  with  exactness  and  precision  by 
Justice  Story  in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Constitution.  B!e 
says :  ^'  Mr.  Chancellor  Kent  and  Mr.  Bawle  seem  to  think  that 
the  admiralty  jurisdiction  given  by  the  Constitution  is,  in  all 
cases,  necessarily  exclusive.  But  it  is  believed  that  this  opin- 
ion is  founded  on  mistake.  It  is  exclusive  in  all  matters  of 
prize,  for  the  reason  that,  at  the  common  law,  this  jurisdiction 
IS  vested  in  the  courts  of  admiralty,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
courts  of  common  law.  But  in  cases  where  the  jurisdiction  of 
common  law  and  admiralty  are  concurrent,  (as  in  cases  of  pos- 
sessory suits,  mariners'  wages,  and  marine  torts,)  there  is  noth* 
ing  in  the  Constitution  necessarily  leading  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  jurisdiction  was  intended  to  be  exclusive;  and  there 
is  no  better  ground,  upon  general  reasoning,  to  contend  for  it. 
The  reasonable  interpretation,"  continues  the  commentator, 
^^  would  seem  to  be,  that  it  conferred  on  the  national  judiciary 
the  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  exactly  according  to 
the  nature  and  extent  and  modifications  in  which  it  existed  in 
the  jurisprudence  of  the  common  law.  When  the  jurisdiction 
was  exclusive,  it  remained  so;  when  it  was  concurrent,  it  re- 
mained so.  Hence  the  States  could  have  no  right  to  create 
courts  of  admiralty  as  such,  or  to  confer  on  their  own  courts 
the  cognizance  of  such  cases  as  were  exclusively  cognizable  in 
admiralty  courts.  But  the  States  might  well  retain  and  exer- 
cise the  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  which  the  coenizance  was  pre- 
viously concurrent  in  the  courts  of  common  law.  This  latter 
class  of  cases  can  be  no  more  deemed  cases  of  admiralty  and 
maritime  jurisdiction  than  cases  of  common-law  jurisdiction*'* 
(8  Story's  Com.,  sec.  1666,  note.) 

In  conformity  with  this  opinion,  the  habit  of  courts  of  com- 
mon law  has  been  to  deal  with  ships  as  personal  property,  sub- 
ject in  the  main,  like  other  personal  property,  to  municipal 
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authority,  and  liable  to  their  remedial  process  of  attachment 
and  execution,  and  the  titles  to  them,  or  contracts  and  torts 
relating  to  them,  are  cognizable  in  those  courts. 

It  has  not  been  made  a  question  here  that  the  Royal  Saxon 
could  not  be  attached,  or  that  the  title  could  not  be  decided  in 
replevin.  But  the  District  Court  seems  to  have  considered 
that  a  ship  was  a  juridical  person,  having  a  status  in  .^e  courts 
of  admiralty,  and  that  the  admiralty  was  entitled  to  precedence 
whenever  any  question  arose  which  authorized  a  judicial  tribu- 
nal to  call  this  legal  entity  before  it.  The  District  Court,  in 
describing  the  source  of  its  authority,  says  of  the  contract  of 
bottomry,  that  '^  it  is  made  with  the  thing,  and  not  the  owner," 
and  that  the  contract  of  the  mariners  is  similar;  that  the  bbs 
**'  represents"  in  that  court  all  persons  having  a  right  and  priv- 
ilege, while  the  rights  of  the  owner  are  treated  there  as  some- 
thing incorporeal,  separable  from  the  res^  and  which  might  be 
seized  by  the  sherifi^  even  though  the  res  might  be  in  uie  ad 
miralty.  This  representation  is  not  true  in  matter  of  fact,  nor 
in  point  of  law.  Contracts  with  mariners  for  service,  and  other 
contracts  of  that  kind,  are  made  on  behalf  of  owners  who  incur 
a  personal  responsibility ;  and  if  lenders  on  bottomry  depend 
upon  the  vessel  for  payment,  it  is  because  the  liability  of  the 
owner  is  waived  in  the  contract  itself.  ^'  In  all  causes  of  action," 
sa^s  the  judge  of  the  admiralty  of  Great  Britain,  "which  may 
arise  during  the  ownership  of  the  persons  whose  ship  is  pro 
ceeded  against,  I  apprehend  that  no  suit  could  ever  be  main- 
tained a^inst  a  ship,  where  the  owners  were  not  themselves 
personally  liable,  or  where  the  liability  had  not  been  given  up." 
^The  Druid,  1  Wm.  Rob,  899.)  And  the  opinion  of  this  court 
in  The  Schooner  Freeman  v.  Buckingham,  18  How.,  188,  was 
to  the  same  effect. 

In  courts  of  common  law,  the  forms  of  action  limit  a  suit 
to  the  persons  whose  legal  ri^ht  has  been  affected,  and  those 
who  have  impaired  or  injured  it.  In  chancery,  the  number  of 
the  parties  is  enlarged,  and  all  are  included  who  are  interested 
in  the  object  of  the  suit;  and  as  the  parties  are  generally 
known,  they  are  made  parties  bv  name  and  by  special  notice. 

In  admiralty,  all  parties  who  nave  an  interest  in  the  subject 
of  the  suit — ^the  res — may  appear,  and  each  may  propound  in- 
dependently his  interest.  The  seizure  of  the  ass,  and  the  pub- 
lication of  the  monition  or  invitation  to  appear,  is  regarded 
as  equivalent  to  the  particular  service  of  process  in  the  courts 
of  law  and  equity.  J&ut  Hie  res  is  in  no  other  sense  than  this 
the  representative  of  the  whole  world.  But  it  follows,  that  to 
give  jurisdiction  in  rem^  there  must  have  been  a  valid  seizure 
and  an  actual  control  of  the  ship  by  the  marshal  of  the  ooart; 
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and  the  aathorities  are  to  this  effect.  (Jennings  v.  Curaon,  4 
Cr.,  2;  2  Ware's  Adm.  R.,  862.)  In  the  present  instance,  the 
service  was  typical.  There  was  no  exclusive  custody  or  con- 
trol  of  the  barque  by  the  marshal,  from  the  21st  of  January, 
1848,  to  the  day  of  the  sale ;  and  when  the  order  of  sale  waa 
made  in  the  District  Court,  she  was  in  the  actual  and  legal  pos- 
session of  the  sheriff. 

The  case  of  the  Oliver  Jordan,  2  Curtis's  R.,  414,  was  one  of 
a  vessel  attached  by  a  sheriff  in  Maine,  under  process  from  the 
Supreme  Court.  She  was  subsequently  libelled  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States,  upon  the  claim  of  a  material  man. 
The  District  Court  sustained  tne  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  But 
on  appeal  the  exception  to  the  jurisdiction  was  allowed,  and 
the  decree  of  the  District  Court  reversed.  Mr.  Justice  Curtis 
observed:  "This  vessel  being  in  the  custody  of  the  law  of  the 
State,  the  marshal  could  not  lawfully  execute  the  warrant  of 
arrest"  In  the  case  of  the  ship  Robert  Fulton,  1  Paine  C.  C. 
R.,  620,  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Thompson  held  that  the  warrant 
from  the  admiralty  could  not  be  lawfully  executed  under  sim- 
ilar circumstances,  and  that  the  District  Court  could  not  pro- 
ceed in  rem.  The  same  subject  has  been  considered  by  State 
courts,  and  their  authority  is  to  the  same  effect.  (Keating  v. 
Spink,  3  Ohio  R.,  K  S.,  105 ;  Carryl  v.  Taylor,  12  Harris,  264.) 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  District  Court  of  Pennsylvania 
bad  no  jurisdiction  over  the  Royal  Saxon  when  its  order  of  sale 
was  made,  and  that  the  sale  by  the  marshal  was  inoperative. 

The  view  we  have  taken  of  this  cause  renders  it  unneces- 
sary for  us  to  consider  any  question  relative  to  the  respective 
lions  of  the  attaching  creditors,  and  of  the  seamen  for  wages, 
or  as  to  the  effect  of  the  sale  of  the  property  as  chargeable  or 
as  perishable  upon  them. 

Our  opinion  is,  that  there  is  no  error  in  so  much  of  the  reo> 
ord  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  as  is  brought  before 
this  court  by  the  writ  of  error,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court 
is  consequently  affirmed. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY,  Mr.  Justice  WAYNE,  Mr.  Joi- 
tice  GRIER,  and  Mr.  Justice  CLIFFORD,  dissented. 

Mr.  Justice  WAYNE,  Mr.  Justice  GRIER,  and  Mr.  Jostfoe 
CLIFFORD,  concurred  with  Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  in  th* 
following  dissenting  opinion: 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  TANEY  dissenting: 
I  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  the  court    The  principle  npoa 
vhich  the  case  is  decided  is  so  important^  and  will  operate  M 
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widely,  that  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  show  the  eroundB  apon  which 
I  differ.  This  will  be  done  as  briefly  as  i  can ;  for  my  object 
is  to  state  the  principles  of  law  upon  which  my  opinion  is 
formed,  rather  than  to  ^rgue  them  at  length. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  treats  this  controversy  as  a  conflict 
between  the  jurisdiction  and  rights  of  a  State  court,  and  the 
jurisdiction  and  rights  of  a  court  of  the  United  States,  as  a 
conflict  between  sovereignties,  both  acting  by  their  own  offi- 
cers within  the  spheres  of  their  acknowledged  powers.  In  my 
judgment,  this  is  a  mistaken  view  of  the  question  presented  by 
the  record.  It  is  not  a  Question  between  the  relative  powers 
of  a  State  and  the  Unitea  States,  acting  through  their  judicial 
tribunals,  but  merely  upon  the  relative  powers  and  duties  of 
a  court  of  admiralty  and  a  court  of  common  law  in  the  case  of 
an  admitted  maritime  lien.  It  is  true  that  the  court  of  admi- 
ralty is  a  court  of  the  United  States,  and  the  court  of  common 
law  is  a  court  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania.  But  the  very 
same  questions  may  arise,  and  indeed  have  arisen,  where 
both  courts  are  created  by  and  acting  under  the  same  sov- 
erei^ntv.  And  the  relative  powers  and  duties  of  a  court  of 
admiralty  and  a  court  of  common  law  can  upon  no  sound 
principles  be  different,  because  the  one  is  a  court  of  the  United 
otates  and  the  other  the  court  of  a  State.  The  same  rules 
which  would  govern  under  similar  circumstances,  where  the 
process  of  attachment  or  2l  fieri  facias  had  issued  from  a  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  exercising  a  common-law  jurisdic- 
tion, must  govern  in  this  case.  The  court  of  admiraltv  and 
court  of  common  law  have  each  their  appropriate  una  pre- 
scribed sphere  of  action,  and  can  never  come  in  conflict,  unless 
one  of  them  goes  outside  of  its  proper  orbit  And  a  court  of 
common  law,  although  acting  under  a  State,  has  no  right  to 
place  itself  within  the  sphere  of  action  appropriated  peculiarly 
and  exclusively  to  a  court  of  admiralty,  and  thereby  impede  it 
in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  imposed  upon  it  by  the  Consti- 
tution and  the  law. 

There  are  some  principles  of  law  which  have  been  so  long 
and  so  well  established  tnat  it  is  sufficient  to  state  them  with- 
out referring  to  authorities. 

The  lien  of  seamen  for  their  wages  is  prior  and  paramount 
to  all  other  claims  on  the  vessel,  and  must  be  first  paid. 

By  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  the  only 
court  that  has  jurisdiction  over  this  lien,  or  authorized  to  en- 
force it,  is  the  court  of  admiralty,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  that 
court  to  do  so. 

The  seamen,  as  a  matter  of  right,  are  entitled  to  the  proeaM 
of  the  court  to  enforce  payment  promptly,  in  order  that  thtj 
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may  not  be  left  penniless,  and  without  the  means  of  sam  ort 
on  shore.  And  the  right  to  this  remedy  is  as  well  and  mxily 
established  as  the  right  to  the  paramount  lien. 

No  court  of  common  law  can  enforce  or  displace  this  lie  u. 
It  has  no  jurisdiction  over  it,  nor  any  riffht  to  obstruct  or  in- 
terfere with  the  lien,  or  the  remedy  which  is  given  to  the 
seaman. 

A  general  creditor  of  the  ship-owner  has  no  lien  on  the  ve*.- 
sel.  When  she  is  attached  (as  in  this  case)  by  process  from  a 
court  of  common  law,  nothing  is  taken,  or  can  be  taken,  but 
the  interest  of  the  owner  remaining  after  the  maritime  liens 
are  satisfied.  The  seizure  does  not  reach  them.  The  thing 
taken  is  not  the  whole  interest  in  the  ship.  And  the  only  in* 
terest  which  this  process  can  seize  is  a  secondary  and  subordi- 
nate interest,  subject  to  the  superior  and  paramount  claims  for 
seamen's  wages;  and  what  will  be  the  amount  of  those  claims, 
or  whether  anything  would  remain  to  be  attached,  the  court 
of  common  law  cannot  know  until  they  are  heard  and  decided 
upon  in  the  court  of  admiralty. 

I  do  not  understand  these  propositions  to  be  disputed. 

Under  the  attachment,  therefore,  which  issued  from  the 
common-law  court  of  Pennsylvania,  nothing  was  legally  in  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff  but  the  interest  of  the  owner,  whatever 
it  might  prove  to  be,  after  the  liens  were  heard  and  adjudicated 
in  the  only  court  that  could  hear  and  determine  them.  The 
common-law  process  was  not  and  could  not  be  a  proceeding 
in  reniy  to  charge  the  ship  with  the  debt,  for  the  creditor  has 
no  lien  upon  her,  and  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  over  any 
thing  but  the  owner's  residuum. 

The  whole  ship  could  not  be  sold  by  them,  so  as  to  convey 
an  absolute  right  of  property  to  the  purchaser.  And  even 
what  was  seized  was  not  taken  to  subject  it  to  the  payment  of 
the  debt,  but  merely  to  compel  the  owner  to  appear  personallv 
to  a  suit  brought  against  him  in  personam  in  the  court  which 
issued  the  process  of  attachment.  It  was  ancillary  to  the  suit 
against  him  personally,  and  nothing  more.  The  vessel  would 
be  released  from  the  process,  and  restored  to  him,  as  soon  as  he 

Save  bail  and  appeared  to  the  suit;  and  she  would  be  con- 
emned  and  sold  only  upon  his  refusal  to  appear.  But,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  State  and  the  practice  of  the  common-law 
court,  twelve  months  or  more  mignt  elapse  before  the  vessel 
was  either  sold  or  released  from  the  process. 

The  question,  then,  is  simply  this:  can  a  court  of  common 

law,  having  jurisdiction  of  only  a  subordinate  and  inferior  in- 

erest,  shut  the  doors  of  justice  for  twelve  months  or  more 

gainst  Uie  paramount  and  superior  claims  of  seamen  for  wages 
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dae,  and  prevent  them  from  seeking  a  remedy  in  the  only 
court  that  can  give  it?  I  think  not.  And  if  it  can  be  done^ 
then  the  paramount  rights  of  seamen  for  wages,  so  long  and 
80  constantly  admitted,  is  a  delusion.  The  denial  of  the  reme- 
dy for  twelve  months  or  more  after  the  ship  has  arrived  is 
equivalent,  in  its  effect  upon  them,  to  a  denial  of  the  lien ; 
substantially  and  practically  it  would  amount  to  the  same 
thin^.  And  it  is  equally  a  denial  of  the  right  of  the  court  of 
admiralty  to  exercise  the  iurisdiction  conferred  on  it  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States. 
Now  it  is  very  clear,  that  if  this  ship  had  been  seized  by 

Srocess  from  a  common-law  court  of  the  United  States  for  a 
ebt  due  from  the  owner,  the  possession  of  the  marshal  under 
that  process  would  have  been  superseded  by  process  from  the 
admiralty  upon  a  preferred  maritime  lien.  This  I  understand 
to  be  admitted.  And  if  it  be  admitted,  I  do  not  see  how  the 
fact  that  this  process  was  from  a  common-law  court  of  a  State, 
and  served  by  its  own  officer,  can  make  any  difference ;  for 
the  common-law  court  of  a  State  has  no  more  right  to  impede 
the  admiralty  in  the  exercise  of  its  legitimate  and  exclusive 
powers,  than  a  common-law  court  of  the  United  States.  And 
the  sherifl^  who  is  the  mere  ministerial  officer  of  the  court  of 
common  law,  can  have  no  greater  power  or  jurisdiction  over 
the  vessel  than  the  court  whose  process  he  executes.  He  seizes 
what  the  court  had  a  right  to  seize;  he  has  no  right  of  pos- 
session beyond  it;  and  if  the  interest  over  which  the  court  has 
jurisdiction  is  secondary  and  subordinate  to  the  interest  over 
which  the  admiralty  has  exclusive  jurisdiction,  his  possession 
is  secondary  and  subordinate  in  like  manner,  and  subject  to 
the  process  on  the  superior  and  paramount  claim.    It  is  the 

Srocess  and  the  authority  of  the  court  to  issue  it  that  must 
etermine  who  has  the  superior  right.  And  if  the  one  is  ta 
enforce  a  right  paramount  and  superior  to  the  other,  it  is  per- 
feUl^  immaterial  whether  the  first  process  was  served  by  a 
sheriff  or  the  marshal.  Kor  does  it  make  any  difference  when 
they  are  served  by  different  officers  of  different  courts.  In  the 
case  of  the  Flora,  1  Hagg.,  298,  the  vessel  had  been  seized  by 
a  sheriff  upon  process  from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  She 
was  afterwards,  and  while  in  possession  of  the  sheriff  arrested 
upon  process  from  the  admiralty  on  a  prior  maritime  lien,  and 
was  sold  by  the  marshal  while  the  sheriff  still  held  her  under 
the  common-law  process.  The  sale  by  the  marshal  was  held 
to  be  valid  by  the  King's  Bench.  It  is  true,  that  the  creditor 
at  whose  suit  the  vessel  was  seized  by  the  sheriff  consented  to 
the  sale,  and  claimed  to  come  in  for  the  surplus  after  paying 
Ihe  maritime  lien     But  if  the  marshal  could  not  lawfully  ar^. 
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rest  while  she  was  in  the  possession  of  the  sheriff,  he  could 
not  lawfully  sell  under  that  arrest,  nor  while  the  sheriff  still 
held  possession,  and  no  consent  of  parties  would  make  it  a 
valid  marshal's  sale,  and  give  a  good  title  to  the  purchaser,  if 
the  sale  was  without  authority  of  law.  The  validity  of  these 
proceedings  was  brought  before  the  courts  by  the  snip-owner, 
.  and  earnestly  litigated.  The  Court  of  Kind's  feench  sanctioned 
the  sale,  not  upon  the  ground  that  the  creditor  consented  to  it, 
but  upon  the  ground  that  the  marshal  acted  under  a  court  of 
competent  authority,  (see  note  301,)  and  they  refused  to  inter- 
fere with  the  suq)lus  which  remained  after  payment  of  sea- 
men's wages,  which  had  been  paid  into  the  registi*}'  of  the 
admiralty,  even  in  behalf  of  the  creditor  who  had  seized  under 
their  own  process.  The  King's  Bench  do  not  seem  to  have 
supposed  there  was  any  conflict  of  jurisdiction  in  the  case,  or 
that  their  process  or  officer  had  been  improperlv  interfered 
with  by  the  marshal,  nor  did  the  King's  Bench  hold  that  there 
was  anv  incongruity  in  the  possession  of  the  sheriff  and  the 
marshal  at  the  same  time.  On  the  contrary,  it  was  conceded 
on  all  hands  that  the  possession  of  the  sheriff  was  no  obstacle 
to  the  arrest  by  the  marshal,  nor  any  impediment  iu  the  way 
of  the  admiralty,  when  exercising  its  appropriate  and  exclusive 
jurisdiction,  in  enforcing  claims  prior  and  superior  to  that  of 
the  attaching  creditor.  Is  there  any  substantial  difference 
between  that  case  and  the  one  before  us?    I  can  see  none. 

Chancellor  Kent,  in  his  Commentaries,  states  the  principle 
with  his  usual  precision  and  clearness,  and  in  a  few  words. 
In  vol.  1st,  380,  speaking  of  the  lien  for  seamens'  wages,  he 
says:  ''The  admiralty  jurisdiction  is  essential  in  all  such  cases, 
for  the  process  of  a  court  of  common  law  cannot  directly  touch 
the  thing  in  specie^  And  in  my  judgment  the  process  of  the 
court  of  common  law  in  this  case  did  not  touch  the  interest  of 
the  seamen  in  the  ship. 

But  it  seems,  however,  to  be  supposed,  that  the  circumstance 
that  the  common-law  court  was  the  court  of  a  State,  and  not 
of  the  United  States,  distinguishes  this  case  from  that  of  the 
Flora,  and  is  decisive  in  this  controversy.  And  it  is  said  that 
the  Royal  Saxon,  being  in  possession  of  an  officer  of  a  State 
court,  under  process  from  the  court,  she  was  in  the  possession 
of  an  officer  of  another  sovereignty,  and  was  in  the  custody  of 
its  law,  and  that  no  process  could  be  served  upon  her,  issuing 
from  the  court  of  a  different  soverei^ty,  without  infringing 
upon  the  rights  of  the  State,  and  bnu^mg  on  unavoidably  a 
conflict  between  the  United  States  and  the  State. 

If,  by  another  and  different  sovereignty,  it  is  meant  that  tilt 
loww  of  the  State  is  sovereign  within  its  sphere  of  aetioB,  M 
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marked  out  by  the  CoDstitution  of  the  United  States,  and  that 
no  court  or  officer  of  the  United  States  can  seize  or  interfere 
with  property  in  the  custody  of  an  officer  of  a  State  court, 
where  the  property  and  all  the  rights  in  it  are  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  judicial  authorities  of  the  State,  nobody  will 
dispute  the  proposition.  But  if  it  is  intended  to  say  that,  in 
the  administration  of  judicial  power,  the  tribunals  of  the  States 
and  the  United  States  are  to  be  regarded  as  the  tribunals  of 
separate  and  independent  sovereignties,  dealing  with  each  in 
this  respect  upon  the  principles  which  govern  the  comity  of 
nations,  I  cannot  assent  to  it  The  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  law  of  Pennsylvania  as  its  own 
Constitution,  and  the  laws  passed  by  the  General  Government 
pursuant  to  the  Constitution  are  as  obligatory  upon  the  courts 
of  the  States  as  upon  those  of  the  CTnited  States;  and  they  are 
equally  bound  to  respect  and  uphold  the  acts  and  process  of 
the  courts  of  the  United  States,  when  acting  within  the  scope 
of  its  legitimate  authority.  And  its  courts  of  common  law 
stand  in  the  same  relation  to  the  courts  of  admiralty,  in  the 
exercise  of  theirjudicial  powers,  as  if  they  were  courts  of  com- 
mon law  of  the  United  States.  The  Constitution  and  the  laws, 
which  establish  the  admiralty  courts  and  regulate  their  juris- 
diction, are  a  part  of  the  supreme  law  of  the*  State;  and  the 
State  could  not  authorize  its  common-law  courts  to  issue  any 
process,  or  its  officers  to  execute  it,  which  would  impede  or 
prevent  the  admiralty  court  from  performing  the  duties  imposed 
upon  it,  on  exercising  the  power  conferred  on  it  by  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  United  States.  The  State  courts  have 
not,  and  cannot  have,  any  jurisdiction  in  admiralty  and  mari- 
time liens,  to  brin^  them  into  conflict  with  the  courts  of  the 
United  States.  This  principle  appears  to  me  to  rest  on  the 
clear  construction  of  the  Constitution,  and  has  been  maintained 
by  eminent  jurists. 

Precisely  the  same  question  now  decided  came  before  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Massachusetts  twenty  years  a^o,  in  the  case 
of  certain  logs  of  mahogany,  Thomas  Richardson,  claimant, 
reported  in  2d  Sumn.,  589;  and  also  before  the  District  Court 
of  the  State  of  Maine,  thirty  years  affo,  in  the  case  of  Poland 
et  al.  V.  the  freight  and  cargo  of  the  brig  Spartan,  reported  in 
Ware's  Rep.,  148;  and  in  both  of  these  cases  the  point  was 
ftiUv  consiaered  and  decided  bv  the  court;  and  in  both  it  was 
hela  that  a  previous  seizure  under  a  process  of  attachment  from 
a  State  court  could  not  prevent  the  admiralty  from  proceeding 
in  rem  to  enforce  the  preferred  liens  of  which  it  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction. 

In  the  case  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Jnatic* 
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Story  flays:  "A  suit  in  a  State  court  by  replevin  or  by  attach- 
ment can  never  be  admitted  to  supersede  the  right  of  a  court 
of  admiralty  to  proceed  by  a  suit  in  reniy  to  enforce  a  rie^ht 
against  that  property,  to  whomsoever  it  may  belong.  The 
admiralty  does  not  attempt  to  enter  into  any  conflict  with  the 
State  court,  as  to  the  just  operation  of  its  own  process;  but  it 
merely  asserts  a  paramount  right  against  all  persons  whatever, 
whether  claiming  above  or  under  the  process.  No  doubt  can 
•exist  that  a  ship  may  be  seized  under  admiralty  process  for  a 
forfeiture,  notwithstandinff  a  prior  replevin  or  attachment  of 
the  ship  then  pending.  The  same  thing  is  true  as  to  the  lien 
on  a  ship  for  seamen's  wages,  or  a  bottomry  bond/' 

I  quote  the  words  of  Mr.  Justice  Story,  because  he  briefly 
and  clearly  states  the  principle  upon  which  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  respective  courts  is  regulated,  and  upon  which  I  think 
this  case  ought  to  be  decided.  The  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States  confer  the  entire  admiralty  and  maritime 
jurisdiction  expressly  upon  the  courts  of  the  General  Govern- 
ment. And  admiralty  and  maritime  liens  are  therefore  outside 
of  the  line  which  marks  the  authority  of  a  common-law  court 
of  a  State,  and  excluded  from  its  jurisdiction.  And  if  a  com- 
mon-law court  sells  the  vessel  to  which  the  lien  has  attached, 
upon  condemnation,  to  pay  the  debt,  or  on  account  of  its  per- 
ishable condition,  it  must  sell  subject  to  the  maritime  liens, 
And  they  will  adhere  to  the  vessel  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser, 
And  of  those  claiming  under  him. 

Upon  what  sound  principle,  then,  of  judicial  reasoning  can 
it  be  maintained,  that  although  the  process  of  a  common-law 
court  cannot  reach  the  maritime  liens,  yet,  by  laying  hold  of 
«ome  other  interest,  it  can  withdraw  them  from  admiralty  for  an 
indefinite  period  of  time  ?  It  cannot  issue  its  mandate  to  the 
-admiralty,  not  to  proceed  upon  those  liens ;  but,  according  to 
the  present  decision,  it  may  take  the  lien  out  of  its  power  and 
out  of  its  jurisdiction.  I  cannot  be  persuaded  that  a  court 
which,  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  has  no  juris- 
•diction  over  the  subject-matter — ^that  is,  the  maritime  lien— can 
directly  or  indirectly  prevent  or  delay  the  court  which,  by  the 
Constitution,  has  exclusive  jurisdiction,  from  fulfiUinff  its  judi- 
cial duty,  or  the  seamen  from  pursuing  their  remedy,  where 
alone  they  can  obtain  it. 

But  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Hagan  v.  Lucas, 
10  Pet,  400,  it  is  said,  is  the  same  in  principle,  and  must  govern 
the  case  now  before  us.  If  this  were  the  case,  I  should  yield 
to  its  authority,  however  reluctant  I  might  feel  to  do  so.  But 
m  my  judgment  the  point  decided  in  that  case  has  no  analogj 
whatever  to  the  questions  arising  in  this. 
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In  the  case  of  Hagan  v.  Lucas,  a  judgment  had  been  ob- 
tained in  the  State  court  of  AlabSima  against  certain  defend- 
ants, and  an  execution  issued,  upon  which  certain  slaves  were 
seized  by  the  sheriff  as  the  property  of  the  defendants.  Lu- 
cas, the  defendant  in  this  writ  of  error,  claimed  the  property 
as  belonging  to  him ;  and,  under  a  st-atute  of  Alabama,  the 
property  was  restored  to  him  by  the  sheriff,  upon  his  giving 
bond  for  the  forthcoming  of  the  slaves,  if  it  should  be  found 
that  they  were  the  property  of  the  persons  a^inst  whom  the 
execution  was  issued.  And  proceedings  were  thereupon  had,  to 
try  before  the  court  the  right  of  property,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  State  law.  Pending  these  proceeding,  a  judg- 
ment was  obtained  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
against  the  same  defendants,  and  an  execution  issued,  which 
the  marshal  levied  on  the  same  property  that  had  been  seized 
by  the  sheriff.  Lucas  thereupon  appeared  in  court,  and  again 
claimed  the  slaves  as  belon^ng  to  him,  and  at  the  trial  exhib- 
ited proof  that  the  proceedings  to  try  the  right  of  property 
under  the  sheriff's  levy  were  still  pending  and  undetermined 
in  the  State  court.  Both  the  court  below  and  this  court  held, 
that  under  these  circumstances  the  property  could  not  be  taken 
In  execution  by  the  marshal  upon  process  from  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States. 

But  what  was  the  principle  upon  which  that  case  turned? 
and  what  resemblance  has  it  to  the  questions  we  are  now  called 
on  to  consider? 

Here  were  two  courts  of  common  law,  exercising  the  same 
jurisdiction,  within  the  same  territorial  limits,  and  both  courts 
governed  by  the  same  laws.  Neither  court  had  any  peculiar  or 
exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  property  in  question,  nor  of  any 
peculiar  right  or  lien  upon  it.  The  State  court  had  the  same 
power  with  the  District  Court  to  hear  and  decide  any  question 
that  might  arise  as  to  the  rights  of  property  of  any  person,  and 
to  protect  any  liens  and  priorities  of  payment  to  which  the 
property  or  its  proceeds  were  liable.  In  a  word,  thev  were 
courts  of  concurrent  and  co-ordinate  jurisdiction  over  the  sub- 
ject-matter; and  if  the  plaintiff  in  the  District  Court  had  any 
preferred  interest  in  the  property,  or  any  superior  or  prior 
claim,  he  could  have  asserted  that  claim  in  tne  State  court, 
and  have  obttdned  there  the  same  remedy  and  the  same  pro- 
tection of  his  rights,  and  as  effectually  and  speedily,  as  the 
court  of  the  United  States  could  have  afforded  him. 

And  this  court,  in  deciding  the  case,  did  nothing  more  than 
adhere  to  a  rule  which,  I  beheve,  is  universally  recognised  by 
courts  of  justice— that  is,  that  between  courts  of  concurrent 
jurisdiction,  the  court  that  first  obtains  possession  of  the  con^* 
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troversy,  or  of  the  property  in  dispute,  mast  be  allowed  to  dis- 
pose of  it  finally,  without  interference  or  interruption  from 
the  co-ordinate  court.  And  this  rule  applies  where  the  con- 
current jurisdictions  are  two  courts  of  the  U  nited  States  or  two 
courts  of  a  State,  or  one  of  them  the  court  of  a  State  and  the 
other  a  court  of  the  United  States.  It  was  no  new  question 
when  the  case  of  Hagan  v.  Lucas  came  before  this  court;  but 
an  old  and  familiar  one,  upon  which  courts  of  concurrent  ju- 
risdiction have  necessarily  uniformly  acted,  in  order  to  prevent 
indecorous  and  injurious  conflicts  between  courts  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice.  Indeed,  this  principle  seems  hardly 
to  have  been  disputed  in  that  case.  The  arguments  of  coun- 
sel are  not  given  in  the  report.  But,  judging  from  the  opinion 
delivered  by  the  court,  the  main  question  seems  to  have  been, 
whether  the  slaves  were  not  released  from  execution  by  the 
bond  given  by  Lucas,  and  the  bond  substituted  in  their  place. 
The  court,  under  the  authority  of  a  case  decided  in  the  State 
court  of  Alabama,  held  that  they  were  not  released  fit)m  tiie 
sheriff's  levy,  and  therefore  applied  the  &miliar  rule  in  rela- 
tion to  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdiction. 

But  how  can  the  case  of  Hagan  v.  Lucas  influence  the  de- 
cision of  this  ?  If  Pennsylvania  had  an  admiralty  or  any  other 
court  with  jurisdiction  over  maritime  liens,  and  the  attaching 
creditor  had  proceeded  in  that  court,  undoubtedly  the  same 
principle  would  apply.  But  the  State  has  no  such  court,  and 
can  have  none  sucn  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
The  jurisdiction  of  the  District  Court  is  exclusive  on  that  sub- 
ject, and  the  line  of  division  between  that  and  the  courts  of  com- 
mon law  is  plainly  and  distinctly  drawn.  And  when  the  District 
Court  proceeded  to  enforce  the  lien  for  seamen's  wages,  it  in- 
terfered with  no  riffht  which  the  creditor  had  acquired  under 
the  process  of  attacWent,  nor  with  any  right  of  property,  sub- 
ject to  State  jurisdiction;  and  when  the  District  Court,  acting 
within  its  exclusive  and  appropriate  jurisdiction,  proceeded  to 
enforce  the  preferred  and  superior  right  of  seamen's  wages,  it 
claimed  no  superiority  over  the  State  court;  it  merely  exer- 
cised a  separate  and  distinct  jurisdiction.  It  displaced  no  right 
which  the  attaching  creditor  had  acquired  under  the  State  pro- 
cess, nor  in  any  degree  lessened  his  security.  Nor  did  it  inter- 
fere  with  any  nght  over  which  the  State  court  had  jurisdiction. 
If  the  liens  were  paid  without  sale,  his  attachment  still  held 
the  ship.  If  she  was  sold,  his  riffht,  whatever  it  was,  adhered 
to  the  surplus,  if  any  remained  after  discharging  the  liens. 
And  if  the  State  court  passed  judgment  of  condemnation  in 
his  favor,  he  would  be  entitled  to  receive  from  the  registry  of 
the  admiralty  whatever  was  awarded  him  by  the  State  conrt 
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if  there  was  sarplua  enoagh  after  paying  the  superior  and  pre- 
ferred claims  for  maritime  liens.  I  can  see  no  conflict  of  ju- 
risdiction ;  nor  can  there  be  any,  if  each  tribunal  confines  itself 
to  its  constitutional  and  appropriate  jurisdiction. 

But  my  brethren  of  the  majority  seem  to  suppose,  that  the 
principle  decided  in  Hagan  v.  Lucas  goes  farther  than  I  under- 
stand it;  and  that  it  has  established  the  principle,  that  where 
a  ship,  within  the  limits  of  a  State,  is  attached  by  an  officer  of 
a  State,  under  process  from  a  State  court,  no  process  can  be 
served  upon  it  from  a  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  while 
it  is  held  under  attachment  by  the  sheriff;  and  that  the  sheriff 
might  lawfully  repel  the  marshal,  if  he  attempted  to  serve  a 
process  in  rem^  although  it  was  issued  by  the  District  Court  of 
the  United  States,  to  enforce  a  paramount  and  a  superior  claim^ 
for  which  the  ship  was  liable,  and  which  the  District  Court 
had  the  exclusive  ri^ht  to  enforce,  and  over  which  the  State 
court  had  not  jurisdiction. 

If  this  be  the  principle  adopted  by  this  court,  and  be  followed 
out  to  its  necessary  and  legitimate  results,  it  must  lead  them 
further,  I  am  convinced,  than  they  are  prepared  to  go.  For  it 
might  have  happened,  that  after  this  vessel  was  seized  by  the 
sheriff,  and  while  she  remained  in  his  possession,  it  was  dis- 
covered that  she  was  liable  to  forfeiture,  or  had  incurred  some 
pecuniary  penalty  which  was  by  law  a  lien  upon  her,  and  pro- 
cess issued  by  the  District  Court  to  arrest  her,  in  order  to  en* 
force  the  penalty  or  forfeiture.  In  such  a  case,  no  one,  I  pre- 
sume, would  think  that  the  sheriff  had  a  right  to  keep  out  the 
marshal,  and  prevent  him  from  arresting  the  ship;  nor  would 
such  an  arrest,  I  presume,  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of  the 
sovereignty  of  the  State,  nor  an  illegal  interference  with  the 
process  or  jurisdiction  of  its  courts,  i  et  if  it  be  admitted  that 
the  marshal  may  under  such  process  lawfully  take  possession 
and  control  of  the  vessel,  upon  what  principle  of  law  does  it 
stand  ?  Simply  upon  this :  that  the  rights  of  the  United  States 
under  the  Constitution  are  paramount  and  superior  to  the 
right  of  the  attaching  creditor.  And  as  the  District  Court  has 
exclusive  jurisdiction  to  decide  upon  them,  and  enforce  them, 
and  the  State  court  no  jurisdiction  over  them,  the  State  court 
cannot  lawfully  interfere  with  the  process  of  the  District  Court| 
when  exercising  its  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  enforce  and  main- 
tain this  paramount  and  superior  right. 

But  is  not  the  claim  for  mariners*  wa^es  superior  and  para- 
mount to  the  claim  of  the  general  creditor,  at  whose  suit  the 
attachment  issued  ?  Has  not  the  District  Court,  the  exclusive 
power  to  enforce  and  maintain  this  right,  and  is  not  the  State 
ooart  without  jurisdiction  upon  the  subject?  It  is  true,  1b«fe 
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the  seaman's  right  is  not  regarded  as  of  equal  dirait;^  and 
importance  with  the  rights  of  the  United  States.  Sut  if  the 
proposition  be  true,  that  after  the  vessel  was  seized  by  the 
sheriif  she  was  in  the  custody  of  the  law  of  the  State,  and  no 
process  from  the  District  Court  would  authorize  the  marshal 
to  arrest  her,  although  it  was  issued  upon  a  higher  and  supe- 
rior right,  for  which  the  ship  was  liable,  and  over  which  the 
State  court  had  no  jurisdiction,  the  proposition  must  necessa- 
rily embrace  process  to  enforce  the  superior  and  prior  rights  of 
the  United  States,  as  well  as  the  superior  and  privileged  rights 
of  individuals;  for  the  District  Court  has  no  right  to  trespass 
upon  the  sovereign  and  reserved  rights  of  a  State,  or  to  inter- 
fere unlawfully  with  the  process  of  its  courts,  because  the 
United  States  are  the  libellants,  and  the  process  issued  at  their 
instance.  In  this  respect,  the  United  States  have  no  greater 
right  than  an  individual.  And  if  the  Royal  Saxon  might  have 
been  arrested  by  the  marshal  to  enforce  the  higher  and  supe- 
rior right  of  the  United  States  in  the  appropriate  court,  I  can 
see  no  reason  why  he  might  not  upon  the  same  grounds  make 
the  arrest  to  enforce  and  protect  the  higher  and  superior  right 
to  mariners'  wages.  I  think  it  will  be  difficult  to  draw  any 
clear  line  of  distinction  between  them,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the 

frocess  may  be  lawfully  executed  by  the  marshal  in  either  case, 
agree  with  the  majority  of  my  brethren  in  regarding  it  as 
among  the  first  duties  of  every  court  of  the  Unifed  States  care- 
fully to  avoid  trespassing  upon  the  rights  reserved  to  the  States, 
or  interfering  with  the  process  of  their  courts  when  they  are 
exercising  either  their  exclusive  or  concurrent  jurisdiction  in 
the  matter  in  controversy.  And  with  the  high  trusts  and 
powers  confided  by  the  Constitution  to  the  Supreme  Court,  it 
IB  more  especially  its  duty  to  abstain  from  all  such  interference 
itself,  and  to  revise  carefully  the  judgments  of  the  inferior 
courts  of  the  United  States  whenever  that  question  arises,  and 
to  reverse  them  if  they  exceed  their  jurisdiction.  But  I  must 
add,  that  while  in  my  judgment  this  court  should  be  the  last 
court  in  the  Union  to  exercise  powers  not  authorized  by  the 
Constitution,  it  should  be  the  last  court  in  the  Union  to  retreat 
from  duties  which  the  Constitution  and  laws  have  imposed. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  this  was  a  foreign  ship,  and  the 

seamen  foreign  seamen,  and  that  they  are  not  therefore  em-* 

braced  in  the  act  of  Congress  which  gives  a  lien  upon  the  ves> 

3l  for  seamen's  wages.    But  this  provision  of  the  law  waa 

kthing  more  than  an  affirmance  of  the  lien  which  was  given 
the  maritime  law  in  Eh.'land  from  the  earliest  period  of  it9 

mmercial  jurisprudence,  and  indeed  by  the  maritime  law  of 

ery  nation  engaged  in  commercial  adventures.     And  the 
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Englisn  law  was  brought  with  them  by  the  colonists  whelk 
they  migrated  to  this  country,  and  was  invariably  acted  on 
by  every  admiralty  court,  long  before  the  act  of  Congress  was 
passed. 

It  is  true,  that  it  is  not  in  every  case  obligatory  upon  oar 
courts  of  admiralty  to  enforce  it  in  the  case  of  foreign  ships, 
and  the  right  or  duty  of  doing  so  is  sometimes  regulated  with 
particular  nations  by  treaty.  £ut  as  a  general  rule,  where 
there  is  no  treaty  regulation,  and  no  law  of  Congress  to  the 
contrary,  the  admiralty  courts  have  always  enforced  the  lieu 
where  it  was  given  by  the  law  of  the  State  or  nation  to  which 
the  vessel  belonged.  In  this  respect  the  admiralty  courts  act 
as  international  courts,  and  enforce  the  lien  upon  principles  of 
comity.  There  may  be,  and  sometimes  have  been,  cases  in 
which  the  court,  under  special  circumstances,  has  refused  to 
interfere  between  the  foreign  seamen  and  ship-owner;  but  that 
is  always  a  question  of  sound  judicial  discretion,  and  does  not 
afiect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and,  like  all  questions  rest- 
ing in  the  judicial  discretion  of  the  court  below,  (such  as 
granting  or  refusing  a  new  trial,  continuing  a  case,  or  quash- 
ing an  execution,)  it  is  not  a  subject  for  revision  here,  and 
furnishes  no  ground  for  appeal,  or  for  impeaching  the  validity 
of  the  judgment.  The  District  Court  undoubtedly  had  juris- 
diction of  the  case,  if  in  its  discretion  it  deemed  it  proper  to 
exercise  it. 

Indeed,  there  appears  to  have  been  no  special  circumstances 
brought  to  the  notice  of  the  court  to  induce  it,  upon  interna- 
tional considerations,  not  to  interfere.  There  was  no  objec- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  foreign  ship-owner  or  master ;  but,  on 
the  tjontrary,  a  general  desire  that  the  court  should  do  so. 
And  certainly  this  circumstance  was  not  even  adverted  to  in 
the  State  or  District  Court,  and  had  no  influence  upon  the 
opinions  of  either. 

It  is  perhaps  to  be  regretted  that  this  question  of  jurisdiction 
did  not  arise  between  two  courts  of  common  law,  but  haa 
arisen  between  the  admiralty  courts  of  the  United  Stfttes  and 
a  common-law  court  of  the  State.  I  am  sensible,  that  among 
the  highest  and  most  enlightened  minds,  which  have  been 
nurtured  and  trained  in  the  studies  of  the  common  law,  there 
is  a  jealousy  of  the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  priucl- 

f)les  of  the  common  law  are  regarded  as  favorable  to  personal 
iberty  and  personal  rights,  and  those  of  the  admiralty  as  tend- 
ing in  a  contrary  direction.  And  under  the  influence  of  this 
opinion,  they  are  apt  to  consider  any  restriction  uiK>n  the 
power  of  the  latter  as  so  much  gained  to  the  cause  of  free  io- 
•tit4itioD8.    And  as  there  is  no  admiralty  jurisdiction  sesenrad 
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to  the  States,  and  the  administration  of  justice  in  their  courto 
is  confined  to  questions  of  common  law  and  chancery,  the 
studies  and  pursuits  of  the  jurists  in  the  States  do  not  generally 
lead  them  to  examine  into  the  history  and  character  of  the  ad- 
miralty jurisdiction;  nor  to  inquire  into  its  usefiilness,  and 
indeed  necessity,  in  eyery  country  extensiyely  engaged  in 
commerce.  Their  opinions  are  naturally  formed  from  com- 
mon-law decisions,  and  common-law  writings  and  commenta- 
ries. And  no  one  has  contributed  more  than  Lord  Coke  to- 
create  these  opinions.  His  great  knowledge  of  the  common 
law,  displayed  in  his  yoluminous  writings,  has  made  him  a 
high  authority  in  all  matters  concerning  the  administration  of 
justice.  And  eyery  one  who  in  early  life  has  passed  through 
the  usual  studies  of  the  common  law,  feels  the  influence  of  hia 
opinions  afterwards,  in  all  matters  connected  with  legal  inqui- 
ries. The  firmness  with  which  he  resisted  the  encroachments 
of  the  Crown  upon  the  liberty  of  the  subject^  in  the  reigns  of 
James  I  and  Charles  I,  has  added  to  the  weight  of  his  opinions, 
and  impressed  them  more  strongly  and  durably  upon  the  mind 
of  the  student.  But  before  we  receiye  implicitly  his  doctrinea 
on  the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  it  may  be  well  to  remember  that 
in  the  case  of  Smart  v.  Wolf,  8  T.  K.,  348,  where  the  opinions 
of  Lord  Coke  were  referred  to  upon  a  (question  of  admiralty 
jurisdiction,  Mr.  Justice Buller  said:  ^'with  respect  to  what  ia 
said  relatiye  to  the  admiralty  jurisdiction  in  4  Inst,  185,  that 
part  of  Lord  Coke's  work  has  been  always  receiyed  with  great 
caution,  and  frequently  contradicted.  He  seems  to  haye  en- 
tertained not  only  a  jealousy  of,  but  an  enmity  against^  the 
jurisdiction." 

I  need  not  speak  of  the  weight  to  which  this  opinion  is  en* 
titled,  when  judicially  pronounced  by  Mr.  Justice  Buller  in 
the  King's  Bench,  in  deciding  a  well-considered  case  then 
before  the  court. 

Eyery  one  who  has  studied  the  history  of  English  jurispru 

dence  generally,  and  who  has  not  confined  his  researches  to 

the  decisions  of  the  common-law  courts,  and  the  commentaries 

of  writers  trained  in  them,  is  aware  that  a  yery  graye  contest 

existed  for  a  long-time,  as  to  the  relatiye  jurisdictions  of  the 

Court  of  Kind's  Bench  and  the  admiralty  after  the  passage  of 

the  statutes  ot  Richard  U,  which  are  so  otten  referred  to.  And 

this  controyersy  was  continued  with  unabated  zeal  on  both 

sides  after  the  passage  of  the  statutes  of  Henry  IV  and  Heurjr 

VUI,  on  the  same  subject. 

It  is  not  my  purpose  to  discuss  the  points  on  which  the 

arts  differed.    I  refer  to  the  controyersy  merely  to  show 

ic  ihe  oonstraction  giyen  to  the  English  statutes  hy  the 
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Kind's  Bench,  and  which  finally  narrowed  so  much  the  juris- 
diction of  the  English  admiralty,  was  earnestly  disputed  at  the 
time  by  many  of  the  most  distinguished  jurists  of  the  day. 
Indeed,  the  decisions  of  the  King's  Bench  were  by  no  means 
uniform,  and  the  opinions  of  common-law  judges  on  the  sub- 
ject wid^lj  differed.  This  appears  by  the  opinion  of  the  twelve 
judges,  jiven  to  the  King  in  Council,  according  to  the  usage 
of  the  English  Government  at  that  period  of  its  history,  and 
also  by  the  ordinance  of  the  Parliament  in  1648,  both  of  which 
materially  differed  from  the  decisions  made  before  and  after- 
wards in  the  King's  Bench.  I  refer  to  these  opinions  particu 
larly  because  thev  show,  past  doubt,  that  the  construction 
placed  upon  the  English  statutes,  now  so  confidently  assumed 
to  have  been  the  admitted  one  at  the  time,  was,  in  fact,  for 
several  generations,  earnestly  disputed  by  legal  minds  of  the 
highest  order,  and  was  at  length  forced  on  the  admiralty  by 
the  controlling  power  of  the  King's  Bench;  for,  whatever  jus- 
tice or  weight  of  argument  there  might  be  on  the  part  of  the 
construction  of  the  admiralty  judges,  the  power  was  in  the 
King's  Bench.  It  exercised  not  merely  the  ordinary  appellate 
authority  of  a  superior  court,  but  it  issued  its  prohibition,  for- 
bidding any  other  court  to  trv  a  suit  brought  in  it  where  the 
judges  of  the  King's  Bench  denied  the  jurisdiction  of  the  in- 
ferior court,  and  claimed  the  right  to  have  the  case  tried  before 
themselves. 

How,  and  under  what  influences,  such  a  power  would  be 
exercised,  from  the  reign  of  Richard  11  to  that  of  Henry  VlU, 
we  may  readily  imagine.  It  was  a  period  when  England  was 
divided  by  the  rival  claims  of  the  houses  of  York  and  Lancas- 
ter to  the  crown,  and  was  often  convulsed  by  civil  wars,  not 
upon  questions  of  civil  liberty  or  national  policy,  but  merely 
to  determine  which  of  the  claimants  should  oe  their  king;  und 
when  the  monarch  who  succeeded  in  fiehting  his  way  to  the 
throne  framed  his  policy,  and  appointed  the  officers,  civil  as 
well  as  military,  with  a  view  to  maintain  his  own  power,  and 
destroy  the  hopes  of  his  adversary,  rather  than  with  any  desire 
to  promote  the  liberties  of  the  people,  or  establish  an  enlight> 
eued  and  impartial  administration  of  justice  in  his  courts.  And 
as  the  kinff  was  presumed  to  preside  in  person  in  the  King's 
Bench,  and  the  judees  held  their  offices  at  his  pleasure,  no 
reader  of  history  wul  doubt  the  temper  and  spirit  in  whicl* 
power  was  exercised. 

But  we  are  not  left  to  coi^ecture  on  that  sulnect  The  same 
efforts  and  means  that  were  successfully  used  to  break  dowu 
the  court  of  admiralty,  were  also  used  at  the  same  time,  and 
by  the  same  men,  to  restrict  the  powers  of  the  court  of  Chan* 
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eery,  bat  not  with  the  like  success.  And  the  same  reasont 
were  assigned  for  it — that  is,  that  it  proceeded  upon  the  prin- 
ciples and  adopted  the  practice  of  the  civil  law,  and  had  no» 
jury,  and  was  on  that  account  unfavorable  to  the  principles 
of  civil  liberty,  whilst  the  proceedings  at  common  law  sup- 
ported and  cherished  them.  These  hostile  efforts  against  the 
chancery  continued  until  the  reign  of  James  I,  and  were  made 
with  renewed  visor  in  the  time  of  Lord  Ellesmere,  who  wa» 
appointed  Lord  Keeper  by  Queen  Elizabeth,  and  Chancellor 
by  James  L 

A  brief  passage  from  the  life  of  Lord  Chancellor  Ellesmere, 
by  Lord  Campbell,  will  tell  us  how  far  the  earlier  decisions  of 
the  Courts  of  fcing^s  Bench  on  the  statutes  of  Richard  II,  Hen- 
ry IV,  and  Henry  Viii,  which  are  so  often  pressed  upon  us, 
ou^ht  to  be  respected  as  just  interpretations  of  these  statutes, 
ana  also  how  far  we  ought  to  regard  those  judges  as  high  and 
impartial  jurists,  seeking  only  to  maintain  free  institutiona 
when  they  give  judgments  restraining  the  jurisdiction  of  other 
courts. 

The  passage  I  quote  from  Lord  Campbell  is  in  his  2d  vol. 
Lives  of  the  Chancellors,  184,  185,  London  edition  of  1846, 
where,  after  stating  that  few  of  his  (Lord  EUesmere's)  judg- 
ments  had  come  down  in  a  shape  to  enable  us  to  form  an 
opinion  of  their  merits,  but  that  they  were  said  to  have  been 
distinguished  for  sound  learning,  lucid  arrangement,  and  great 
precision  of  doctrine,  he  proceeds  in  the  following  words: 

"The  only  persons  b^  whom  he  was  not  entirely  approved 
were  the  common-law  judges.  He  had  the  boldness  to  nues- 
tion  and  correct  their  pedantic  rules  more  freely  than  Lord 
Keeper  Puckering,  Lord  Keeper  Bacon,  or  any  of  his  prede- 
cessors, had  done,  and  not  unfrequently  he  granted  injunctions 
against  executions  on  common-law  judgments,  on  the  group.d 
of  fraud  in  the  plaintiff,  or  some  defect  of  procedure  by  which 
justice  had  been  defeated.  He  thus  not  only  hurt  the  pride 
of  these  venerable  magistrates,  but  he  interfered  with  their 

grofits,  which  depended  mainly  upon  the  number  of  suita 
rought  before  them,  and  the  reputation  of  their  respective 
courts.  These  jealousies,  which  begun  so  soon  after  nis  ap- 
pointment, went  on  constantly  increasing,  till  at  last,  as  we 
shall  see,  they  produced  an  explosion  which  shook  Westminster 
Hall  to  its  centre." 

We  need  nothing  further  to  show  what  respect  is  due  to  the 
opinions  of  iudges  actuated  by  such  motives. 

The  legislation  of  England,  however,  in  the  present  age, 
vhen  the  principles  of  civil  liberty  and  enlightened  jurispra- 
ienoe  are  better  understood,  shows  that  the  restnctious  upop> 
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the  admiralty  jurisdiction,  imposed  by  the  King's  Bench,  have 
been  found  unsuitable  to  the  wants  of  a  ffreat  commercial  peo- 
ple, and  that  the  enlargement  of  that  jurisdiction  is  not  re- 
garded, at  the  present  day,  as  adverse  to  the  march  of  liberal 
and  free  institutions.  And  the  decisions  of  the  King's  Bench 
having  been  too  firmly  established,  by  repeated  adjudications, 
to  be  removed  by  judicial  authority.  Parliament  interposed, 
and  by  the  statute  of  3d  and  4th  Victoria,  passed  in  1840,  re- 
stored to  the  court  many  of  the  most  important  powers  in  civil 
cases  that  had  been  wrested  from  it  by  the  decisions  in  the 
King's  Bench.  The  courts  of  common  law  proved  to  be  far 
less  suited  for  such  controversies.  And  it  is  no  small  evidence 
of  the  soundness  of  the  doctrines  heretofore  upheld  by  this 
court,  that  with  the  powers  restored  by  Parliament,  the  Eng* 
lish  admiralty  now  exercises  neai*ly  the  same  jurisdiction 
which  this  court  had  previously  mamtained  to  be  the  appro- 
{xriate  and  legitimate  power  of  a  court  of  admiralty.  A  synop- 
sis of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  admiralty,  as  now  estab- 
lished, is  stated  in  1  Kent's  Com.,  371,  372,  in  the  notes.  But 
it  is  proper  to  remark,  that  in  stating  in  these  notes  the  admi- 
ralty jurisdiction  as  recognised  in  the  United  States,  I  think  it 
is  stated  too  broadly — broader  than  this  court  has  sanctioned; 
for,  as  regards  the  jurisdiction  in  policies  of  insurance,  I  be- 
lieve it  has  never  been  asserted  in  any  circuit  but  the  first,  and 
certainly  has  never  been  brought  here  for  a(^udication. 
.  This  brief  review  of  the  lonff  contest  in  England,  betweeni 
the  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and  the  admiralty,  seemed  to  be 
necessary,  as  it  shows  past  doubt  that  the  efforts  of  the  former 
to  take  away  the  jurisdiction  of  the  latter,  and  to  compel  the 
suitors  to  seek  redress  in  the  King's  Bench,  did  not  arise  from 
any  anxiety  to  preserve  free  institutions,  and  that  the  charges 
made  against  the  admiralty,  of  favoring  despotic  principles,  and 
usurping  powers  which  did  not  belong  to  it,  are  without  found- 
ation. It  shows,  moreover,  that  the  persevering  encroach- 
ments of  the  King's  Bench,  and  its  unwarranted  construction 
of  the  English  statutes,  were  constantly  disputed  and  opposed 
by  enlightened  jurists.  The  contest  was  carried  on  to  a  very 
late  period,  with  varying  decisions,  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
itself,  upon  the  subject,  and  no  certain  and  definite  line  of  juris- 
diction m  admiralty  appears  to  have  been  fixed  and  established, 
even  at  the  period  of  the  American  Revolution,  and  indeed  not 
until  the  passage  of  the  late  act  of  Parliament. 

And  if  we  are  to  look  to  England  for  an  exaraxile  of  enlight- 
ened policy  in  the  Government,  and  a  system  of  jurisprudence 
siiited  to  the  wants  of  a  great  commercial  nation,  or  a  just  and 
Impartial  administration  of  the  laws  by  judicial  tribunals  upon 
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principles  most  favorable  to  civil  liberty,  I  should  not  look  ta 
the  reigns  of  Richard  11,  or  of  Henrj  IV,  or  Henry  VULL,  foi 
either.  And  I  should  rather  expect  to  find  examples  worthy 
of  respect  and  commendation  in  the  England  of  the  present 
day,  in  her  statute  of  8d  and  4th  of  Victoria,  in  the  elevated 
and  enlightened  character  of  its  present  courts  of  justice,  and 
in  their  mutual  respect  and  consideration  for  the  acts  and  au- 
thority of  each  other,  without  any  display  of  jealousy  or  sos- 
picion. 

As  to  the  unfavorable  tendencies  of  the  admiralty  jurisdic- 
tion, it  is  perhaps  sufficient  to  say,  that  under  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  it  has  no  criminal  jurisdiction;  nor 
is  the  suitor  without  the  protection  of  a  trial  by  jury,  if  the 
legislative  body  which  creates  the  court  and  regulates  its  pow- 
ers think  proper  to  ffive  the  right.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
character  and  proceedings  of  the  admiralty  incompatible  with 
the  trial  by  jury.  And,  indeed,  it  has  already  been  given  to  a 
certain  extent  by  the  act  of  Congress  of  1845,  and  may  at  the 
will  of  Congress  be  given  in  every  case,  if  it  is  supposed  the 
purposes  of  justice  require  it. 

I  can  therefore  see  no  ground  for  jealousy  or  enmity  to  the 
admiralty  jurisdiction.  K  has  in  it  no  one  quality  inconsistent 
with  or  unfavorable  to  free  institutions.  The  simplicity  and 
celerity  of  its  proceedings  make  a  jurisdiction  of  that  kind  a 
necessitv  in  every  just  and  enlightened  commercial  nation* 
The  delays  unavoidably  incident  to  a  court  of  common  law, 
from  its  rules  and  modes  of  proceeding,  are  equivalent  to  a 
denial  of  justice  where  the  rights  of  seamen,  or  maritime  con- 
tracts or  torts,  are  concerned,  and  seafaring  men  the  witnesses 
to  prove  them;  and  the  public  confidence  is  conclusively 
proved  by  the  well-known  lact,  that  in  the  great  majority  of 
cases,  where  there  is  a  choice  of  jurisdictions,  the  party  seeka 
his  remedy  in  the  court  of  admiralty  in  preference  to  a  court 
of  common  law  of  the  State,  however  eminent  and  distinguished 
the  State  tribunals  may  be. 

The  opinions  of  Lord  Coke,  in  all  matters  relating  to  the 
laws  and  institutions  of  England,  were  deeply  impressed  upon 
the  English  nation,  and  for  a  long  time  exercised  a  controlung 
influence.    But  with  the  advance  of  knowledge,  and  a  more 
enlightened  judgment  in  the  science  of  government  and  juris- 
prudence, the  courts  of  lustice  have  not  shut  their  eyes  to 
errors  committed  under  the  influence  of  prejudice  or  passion, 
^his  is  evident  from  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  herein- 
^ore  mentioned,  by  the  respect  shown  to  the  jurisdiction  and 
thority  of  the  admiralty  in  the  case  of  the  Flora,  in  1st  Hag., 
d  by  the  recent  act  of  Parliament,  and  I  can  see  no  good 
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reason  for  fostering  in  the  common-law  courts  of  this  coontiy, 
whether  State  or  Federal,  opinions  springing  from  prejudices 
which  arose  out  of  the  conflicts  of  the  times,  and  which  tend  to 
create  jealousies  and  suspicions  on  their  part,  and  produce  dis- 
cord instead  of  harmony  and  mutual  good  feeling  in  the  tribu- 
nals of  justice.  These  jealousies  and  suspicions  of  Lord  Coke 
undoubtedly  grew  out  of  the  vehement  conflicts,  personal  as 
well  as  political,  in  which  he  was  so  prominently  en^a^d 
during  all  his  lifetime.  They  have  been  discarded  and  dis- 
owned in  the  courts  of  the  country  from  which  we  derived 
them,  and  also  emphatically  repudiated  by  the  stat.  of  8  and  4 
of  Victoria. 

And  believing,  as  I  do,  upon  the  best  consideration  I  am  able 
to  ^ve  to  the  subject,  that  the  decision  and  the  principle  upon 
which  the  opinion  of  the  court  founds  itself  is  inapplicable  to 
the  case  before  us,  and  that  if  it  is  carried  out  to  its  legitimate 
results  it  will  deprive  the  admiralty  of  power,  useful,  and  in- 
deed necessary,  for  the  purposes  of  iustice,  and  conferred  on 
it  by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  I  must 
respectfully  record  my  dissent. 
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A  Where  the  master  of  a  yessel  was  also  part  owner,  and  made  a  eontiMl  of 
affreightment  with  a  lumber  company,  of  which  he  was  also  a  memboTi 
and  the  cargo  was  consigned  to  the  master,  the  case  is  not  within  ad« 
miraltj  jurisdiction,  but  appropriate  to  that  of  a  court  of  chanceiy.  Orami 
T.  FouiUon^  162. 

1  Where  a  Judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  sitting  in  admiralty,  was  affirmed 
here  bj  a  divided  court,  interest  was  not  to  be  calculated  upon  the  judg- 
ment   Hemmmway  t.  FUKer^  256. 

t.  The  eighteenth  rule  of  this  court  never  applied  to  cases  in  admiralty 
which  are  brought  up  bj  appeal,  and  the  rule  itself  is  repealed  by  tho 
sizty-second  rule.    Ibid, 

4h  The  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  extends  to 
cases  of  collision  upon  navigable  waters,  although  the  place  of  such  col* 
lision  may  be  within  the  body  of  a  county  of  a  State,  and  may  be  above 
the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  tide.    Jackson  v.  Steamboat  MagnoUa^  296 

i.  The  District  Courts  exercise  this  jurisdiction  over  fresh- water  rivers  *< navi- 
gable from  the  sea,"  by  virtue  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  and  not  as 
conferred  by  the  act  of  1845,  which  extends  their  jurisdiction  to  the 
great  lakes  and  waters  <<not  navigable  from  the  sea."    Ibid, 

C  The  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  does  not  extend 
to  cases  where  a  lien  is  claimed  by  the  builders  of  a  vessel  for  work  don« 
and  materials  found  in  its  construction.  Peopled  Ferry  Companif  v.  BetrM^ 
893. 

t.  Whether  the  District  Courts  can  enforce  a  lien  in  such  cases,  where  the  law 
of  the  State  where  the  vessel  was  built  gave  a  lien  for  its  constmction| 
is  a  question  which  the  court  does  not  now  decide.    Ibid. 

i.  Where  a  tow-boat  was  descending  the  Mississippi  river  with  a  vessel  fhs* 
tened  to  each  side,  and  another  at  the  steru,  and  a  collision  ensued  be-i 
tween  one  of  the  vessels  thus  lashed  and  an  ocean  steamer  ascending  tho 
river,  the  evidence  shows  that  the  latter  was  in  fault,  and  must  pay  for 
all  the  damage.    Snow  et  al.  v.  Bill  et  al.,  543.  ' 

iL  Where  a  vessel  had  been  seized  under  a  process  of  foreign  attachmrrt  isiu* 
ing  from  a  State  court  in  Pennsylvania,  and  a  motion  was  pending  in 
that  court  for  an  order  of  sale,  a  libel  filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  mariners'  wages  and  process  issued  under  it,  could  not 
divest  the  authorities  of  the  State  of  their  authority  over  the  vessel ;  and 
of  the  two  sales  made,  one  by  the  sheriff  and  one  by  the  marshal,  tlie 
sale  by  the  sheriff  must  be  considered  as  conveying  the  legal  title  to  the 
property,  and  the  sale  by  the  marshal  as  inoperative.   Taylor  v.  Carryl^  583. 
10.  Where  property  is  levied  upon,  it  is  not  liable  to  be  taken  by  an  officer  act- 
ing under  another  Jurisdiction.    Ibid, 
11*  The  cases  examined  where  conflicting  claims  against  the  same  property  art 
set  up  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  under  State  laws.    IHi, 
tl.  The  process  of  foreign  attachment  in  Pennsylvania  is  identical  with  that 
which  issues  out  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  titUaf  i« 
admlnaty.    /ML 
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13.  The  adiainilty  juriaoiction  of  the  conrts  of  the  United  States,  althoncc  i 

elusive  on  Bome  subjects,  is  concurrent  upon  others.    The  conrts  or  oa 
mon  law  deal  with  ships  or  vessels  as  with  other  personal  property.    /ML 

14.  In  order  to  give  jurisdiction  m  rem,  the  seizure  bj  the  marshal  must  haT# 

been  valid ;  and  this  was  not  the  oase  when  the  vessel  was,  at  the  tim* 
of  seizure,  in  the  actual  and  legal  possession  of  the  sheriif.    /ML 
AGBNTS. 

1«  A  broker  who  negotiates  the  sale  of  an  estate  is  not  entitled  to  his  com- 
mission until  he  finds  a  purchaser  in  a  situation  and  readj  and  wUling 
to  complete  the  purchase  on  the  terms  agreed  upon  between  the  broker 
and  the  vendor.    McOavoek  v.  Woodlirf,  221. 

t  Where  an  assignee  of  a  claim  upon  a  foreign  Government,  holding  it  under 
an  assignment  supposed  to  be  good,  but  afterwards  adjudged  invalid, 
prosecuted  the  claim  to  a  successful  result,  and  was  subjected  to  costs 
and  expenses  in  protecting  the  fund  from  rival  claimants,  and  thereby 
preserving  it,  he  was  entitled  to  a  reimbursement  of  these  costs  and  ez« 
penses  bj  the  true  owner,  upon  a  final  settlement  of  accounts  between 
them.     WiUiamt  v.  Oibbetj  535. 

A.  Being  placed  in  the  position  of  a  trustee,  it  was  his  dutj  to  defend  the  titles 
and  the  expenses  for  so  doing  were  properly  chargeable  to  the  estate.  IbuL 

4.  The  ai#(ignee   ought  also  to  have  been  allowed  a  compensation  for  hifl 

trouble  and  personal  exertions  in  the  prosecution  of  the  claim;  and  under 
the  special  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  Circuit  Court  having  allowed 
thirtj-five  per  cent,  of  the  sum  realized,  this  court  are  not  prepared  to 
say  it  is  too  much.  Ilnd. 

5.  At  a  sale  of  public  lands  in  a  Territory,  an  agent  who  purchased  for  another 

must  account,  as  trustee,  to  his  employer,  although  the  statutes  of  tlM 
Territory  have  abolished  all  resulting  trusts.    Irvme  v.  MarshalL  568. 
APPBALS. 

1.  Where  this  court  affirmed  a  decree  of  a  Circuit  Court,  which  was,  that  a 
conveyance  of  property  should  be  executed  upon  the  payment  of  a  snai 
of  money ;  and  the  Circuit  Court  proceeded  to  carry  out  its  decree  br 
issuing  an  attachment  against  the  party  who  refused  to  execute  tacB 
conveyance,  an  appeal  will  not  lie  to  this  court  from  the  order  directinf 
the  attachment.    MeMieken  v.  Perrmy  133. 

S.  The  appeal  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion.    IM, 

8.  Where  an  appeal  from  a  decree  is  taken  within  ten  days  from  the  renditlmi 
of  the  decree,  it  is  in  time  to  operate  as  a  supersedeas ;  and  so,  aliO|  if 
taken  within  ten  days  after  the  decree  Is  settled  and  tigati,   BiUhff  t. 
FooUy  290. 
APPBAL  BONDS. 

1.  The  penalty  of  the  bond  taken,  when  an  injunction  is  awwded,  It  ao  cHtaM 
of  the  amount  or  value  in  dispute.    Brown  v.  Shmman^  55. 
SILLS  OF  BXCHANGB  AND  PROMISSORY  NOTBS. 

See  CoKiciaoiAL  Law. 
BANKRUPTCY. 

I.  Deeds  of  large  tracts  of  land  made  by  a  grantor  when  deeply  In  deti,  aai 
when  suits  were  pending  against  him,  and  who  shortly  afterwardi  petl* 
tioned  for  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt  act,  the  possession  and  o«cnpatioift 
of  the  land  continuing  the  same  after  the  sale  as  before,  and  the  contidf 
oration  money  one-half  only  of  the  actual  value,  held  to  be  frandolent 
and  void  as  against  creditors.    Hudgiau  v.  Kemp,  45. 

1.  The  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  SUtes  has  no  power  to  entertain  an  original 
bill  brought  by  a  creditor,  who  has  come  in  and  proved  his  debt  against 
the  bankrupt,  for  the  purpose  of  annulling  or  vacating  a  dlschaifo  and 
certificate  in  bankruptcy,  obtoined  in  the  District  Court  upon  imputationi 
of  fraud,  done  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy  by  the  bankrupt;  or  to 
five  relief,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  a  suit  brought  by  a  creditor  who 
had  proved  his  debt  under  the  commission,  who  had  assented  to  tho 
bankrupt's  discharge  and  certificate,  and  who  had  taken  a  dividend  ovt 
ofthe  bankrupt's  estate.    Oommerdal  Bank  of  Mtmchettw  w.  '^    ' 
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8.  The  District  Gourti  which  pMsed  the  decree  in  buikniptt^,  eu  tftke  eofoi- 
sance  of  each  a  case.    IM, 

4.  Whether  or  not  each  a  bill  coald  be  filed  hj  a  creditor  who  had  not  com* 
in  and  proved  his  debt,  and  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  decree  in  bank- 
mptcj,  is  a  question  which  the  oonrt  does  not  now  decide.    IbkL 

6.  Nor  has  the  Circuit  Court  the  power,  under  its  general  jurisdiction  over 
frauds,  to  give  relief  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  a  suit  brought  by  a 
creditor  who  had  proved  his  debt  under  the  commission,  bad  assented  to 
the  bankrupt's  discharge  and  certificate,  and  had  taken  a  dividend  out  of 
the  bankrupt's  estate.  Ibid, 
BILLS  OF  EXCEPTION. 

1.  A  refusal  of  the  court  below  to  grant  a  new  trial  is  not  a  proper  subject 
for  a  bill  of  exception.     Dotwell  v.  De  La  Laraa,  29. 

t.  The  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Alabama,  by  a  general  rule 
adopted  the  practice  of  the  State  courts,  which  is  regulated  by  a  stat- 
ute providing  that  no  bill  of  exceptions  can  be  signed  after  the  a<youm- 
ment  of  the  court,  unless  with  the  consent  of  counsel,  kc.  UnUed  Stat» 
T.  BrekUnfff  252. 

••  Bnt  where  a  judge  holding  the  Circuit  Court  in  Alabama  signed  a  bill  of  ex* 
eeptions  under  special  drcumstances,  after  adjournment,  and  without  the 
oonsent  of  counsel,  this  court  will  consider  the  exception  as  properly 
before  it.  It  is  in  the  power  of  a  court  to  suspend  its  own  rules,  or 
except  a  particular  case  from  them,  to  subserve  the  purposes  of  justice. 
JUL 

4.  And  the  signature  of  the  judge  was  attached  to  the  bill,  in  conformity  with 
the  deo&ions  of  this  court    Ibid. 

i.  The  exception  brings  up  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury,  but  not  the 
admission  of  evidence  which  was  objected  to  on  the  trial,  but  to  the  ad- 
mission of  which  no  exception  was  noted.    Ibid, 

C  The  charge  of  the  court,  being  founded  on  a  hypothetical  state  of  fiicts  of 
which  there  was  no  evidence,  was  erroneous.   Ibid, 

Y«  Balings  of  the  court  below,  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evidenee,  can  be 
brought  to  this  court  for  revision  only  by  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Snifdam 
V.  WUlianuonf  429. 

t.  Where  there  is  a  bill  of  exceptions,  the  writ  of  error  does  not  operate  only 
npon  that  part  of  the  record.  Wherever  an  error  is  apparent  on  the 
record,  it  is  open  to  revision,  whether  it  be  made  to  appear  by  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  or  in  any  other  manner.  Ibid, 

••  A  bill  of  exceptions  may  include  in  its  scope  the  rulings  of  the  conrt  below  at 

to  the  admissibility  of  evidence,  which  a  demurrer  to  evidence  eaanoi  do. 

Ibid, 

!••  Where  the  only  bills  of  exception  were  to  the  refusal  of  the  conrt  to  grant 

a  continuance  and  change  the  venue,  the  judgment  of  the  conrt  Mow 

must  be  affirmed,  as  these  matters  are  not  the  subjects  of  review  by  thie 

court    MeFaul  v.  Ranua^f  623. 

11*  The  laws  of  Iowa  permitting  a  demurrer  only  when  the  petition  1^  a  fklr 

and  natural  construction  does  not  show  a  substantial  cause  of  action,  a 

demurrer  to  part  of  the  petition  in  this  case  was  properly  ovemded.  iMdL 

11.  Izeeptions  must  be  taken  or  the  points  reserved  whilst  the  jury  are  at  the  bar. 

Barton  v.  Fonyiky  532. 
IX  Where  there  was  an  affidavit  made,  after  verdict  and  judgment,  that  the 
affiant  was  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  prayed  to  be  substituted  fbr,  or 
admitted  with,  the  defendant,  and  the  court  overruled  the  motion,  an 
exception  to  this  ruling  will  not  bring  up  the  points  which  were  raised 
at  the  trial:  nor  will  it  bring  up  the  ruling  upon  the  motion.    Ibid, 

eiuroBNiA. 

L  fhe  regulations  for  the  coloniiation  of  the  Territories  of  the  Govemmeni  of 
Mexico,  made  21st  November,  1828,  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  the  General 
Congress,  August  18,  1824,  provided:  1st  That  the  Governors  of  the 
Territories  should  be  empowered  to  grant  vaoant  lands,  among  others,  to 
vrivate  persons  who  may  ask  for  them,  for  the  purpose  of  onltivating  and 
liihahiti^thesaM.    ad.  That  every  perwrn  eoUoitlng  landt  thaU  addrw 
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to  the  Governor  a  petitiooi  expressing  his  name,  country,  aad  religion,  «i4 
describing  as  distinctly  as  possible,  by  means  of  a  map,  the  land  asked 
for.  3d.  The  Governor  shall  proceed  to  obtain  the  necessary  informa- 
tion, whether  the  petition  contains  the  proper  conditions  required  by  the 
law  of  the  1 8th  August,  1824,  both  as  regards  the  land  and  the  petitioner 
in  order  that  the  application  may  be  at  once  attended  to ;  or,  if  it  be 
preferred,  the  municipal  authority  may  be  consulted,  whether  there  be 
any  objection  to  the  making  of  the  grant.  4th  This  being  done,  the  Gov- 
ernor will  accede  or  not  to  such  petition,  in  conformity  to  the  laws  oa 
the  subject.  &th.  The  definitive  grant  asked  for  being  made,  a  document, 
signed  by  the  Governor,  shall  be  given,  to  serve  as  a  title  to  the  party 
interested,  wherein  it  must  be  stated  that  the  grant  is  made  in  exael 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  law ;  in  virtue  of  which,  possession 
shall  be  given.  6th.  The  necessary  record  shall  be  kept,  in  a  book  pro- 
vided for  the  purpose,  of  all  the  petitions  presented  and  grants  made^ 
with  maps  of  the  lands  granted,  and  a  circumstantial  report  shall  be 
forwarded  quarterly  to  the  Supreme  Government.  United  State$  v.  C^im^ 
button^  59. 
t.  Where  there  was  no  evidence,  with  respect  to  a  grant  of  land  in  Galifomtni 
that  any  one  of  these  preliminary  steps  had  been  taken,  this  court  cannol 
confirm  the  claim.  Ibid, 
S.  The  decisions  of  this  court  in  cases  of  claims  to  land  in  Louisiana  aad 
Florida  are  not  applicable  where  precise  and  recent  regulations  exiel| 
directing  the  manner  in  which  land  shall  be  granted.    Ibid. 

4.  There  are  also  strong  grounds  of  suspicion  with  respect  to  the  bona  fiim 

of  the  grant  in  question ;  but  as  the  claimant  may  not  have  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  producing  evidence  in  the  court  below,  the  case  will  be  re- 
manded to  that  court  for  further  proceedings.     Ibid. 

ft.  As  the  act  of  Congress  passed  on  the  3d  of  March,  1851,  does  not  specify  the 
time  within  which  an  appeal  must  be  made  to  this  court  from  the  District 
Courts  of  California,  the  subject  must  be  regulated  by  the  general  law 
respecting  writs  of  error  and  appeals.  Either  party  is  at  liberty,  there- 
fore, to  appeal  from  such  a  decree  within  five  years  from  the  time  of  ill 
rendition.     United  States  v.  Paeheeo,  261 

<l.  Under  the  sixty-third  rule  of  this  court,  an  appellee  in  a  case  from  Galifomla 
may  docket  and  dismiss  according  to  that  rule;  but  a  new  appeal  may 
be  taken  at  any  time  within  five  years,  or  it  may  be  that  the  record  may 
be  filed  by  the  appellant  at  the  same  term  at  which  a  certificate  or  recoid 
had  been  filed  by  the  appellee,  and  the  case  dismissed.     Ibid. 

t.  After  a  case  has  been  thus  docketed  and  dismissed  at  the  instance  of  aa 
appellee  who  is  a  claimant  of  land,  if  a  patent  should  be  taken  out,  it  will 
still  be  subject  to  be  reviewed  by  this  court  at  any  time  within  the  five 
years  above  mentioned.   Ibid. 

5.  Where  a  petitioner  files  a  claim  to  land  in  California  before  the  board  of 

commissioners  created  by  Congress,  the  intervention  of  rival  claimanti  it 
a  practice  not  to  be  encouraged.     United  Statee  v.  Fouat^  4 13. 

0.  Where  there  is  no  natural  boundary  or  descriptive  call  for  the  termination  of 

lines  of  a  tract  of  land,  and  the  quantity  of  land  called  for  in  the  grant  ii 
''one  league  of  the  larger  size,  a  little  more  or  less,"  the  survey  must  only 
include  a  league.  The  words  "a  little  more  or  less"  must  be  rejected.  lUd, 
IC.  The  grant  is  for  one  league  of  land,  to  be  taken  within  the  southern,  western, 
and  eastern  boundaries  designated  therein,  and  to  be  located  at  the 
election  of  the  g^ntee  or  his  assigns,  under  the  restrictions  established 
for  the  location  and  survey  of  private  land  claims  in  California  by 
the  Executive  department  of  this  Government.  Ibid. 
CHAIIPEUTY. 

1.  The  ancient  English  doctrines  respecting  maintenance  or  champerty  have  not 

found  favor  in  the  United  States;  and  in  Michigan  (where  the  land  list 
which  is  involved  in  the  present  controversy)  its  application  to  sales,  by 
one  out  of  possession,  has  been  annulled.    Rvberte  v.  Cooper^  467. 
S,  Although,  in  that  State,  an  agreement  to  carry  on  a  suit  upon  conditioa  of 
recclviiur  a  share  oi  the  proce^^ds  might  be  void,  yet  the  rule  would  aol 
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apply  to  a  transfer  of  the  legal  estate  to  one,  in  trnit  Ibr  himself  and  tlM 
other  stockholders  in  a  corporation.    Ibid. 
^OAKOERY. 

1.  IV  hen  a  transcript  of  a  record  of  another  coart  was  attached  to  the  answer 
as  an  exhibit,  and  portions  of  it  particularly  referred  to,  and  the  record 
of  the  entire  case  pleaded,  a  decree,  certified  by  the  clerk,  which  had 
been  executed  by  the  parties,  must  be  considered  as  part  of  the  record, 
although  it  had  not  the  signature  of  the  Judge.  The  signature  of  the 
Judge  is  not  the  only  evidence  by  which  a  decree  can  be  authenticated 
Secomhe  t.  SteeU^  94. 

!•  Property  was  agreed  to  be  sold,  and  the  payment  was  to  be  made  by  a 
deposit  of  the  price  in  one  of  two  banks,  in  Boston,  and  a  certificate  de- 
livered to  the  vendor.  The  vendee  made  the  deposit  in  another  bank, 
In  Boston,  and  tendered  the  certificate  to  the  vendor,  within  the  titae 
limited,  and  the  vendor  having  refused  to  receive  it,  he  tendered  the  par- 
chase-money  and  interest,  and  that  being  refused,  he  filed  his  bill  for  a 
specific  performance,  and  paid  the  money  into  court.  Held,  under  the 
circumstances,  to  be  sufficient.  lUd, 

t.  Creditors  of  the  vendor,  who  recovered  Judgments  and  sold  the  property, 
pending  a  suit  for  a  specific  performance,  in  which  the  purchase-money 
bad  been  paid  into  court,  are  not  necessary  parties  to  the  suit,  nor  are 
the  purchasers  at  the  sheriff's  sale  under  such  judgments.    Ibid, 

4.  Under  a  statute  of  Minnesota,  the  court  of  chancery  might  divest  the  title 
of  the  defendant  in  the  land,  without  requiring  him  to  make  a  convey- 
I  ance.   Ibid, 

i.  Where  a  bill  in  chancery  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  enjoining  a  judgment 
at  law,  obtained  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  the  bill  did  not  allege  that 
adequate  relief  could  not  be  had  at  law,  and  did  not  contain  any  charges 
of  fraud ;  neither  did  it  aver  that  it  was  owing  to  the  contrivance  or  un- 
I  fiiirness  of  the  defendant  that  an  adequate  remedy  could  not  be  had  at 

law,  nor  did  it  show  the  necessity  of  interference  by  a  court  of  equity  to 
obtain  a  discovery,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed.   Hungerford  v.  Sigertoriy  1 56. 

#•  Where  the  master  of  a  vessel  was  also  part  owner,  and  made  a  contract  of 
affreightment  with  a  lumber  company,  of  which  he  was  also  a  member, 
and  the  cargo  was  consigned  to  the  master,  the  case  is  not  within  admi- 
ralty Jurisdiction,  but  appropriate  to  that  of  a  court  of  chancery.  OraM 
T.  FouiUon^  162. 

T«  Where  there  was  a  covenant  to  sell  land  upon  condition  that  the  purchase- 
money  should  be  paid  lu  instalments,  and  other  acts  done  by  the  cov- 
enantee, in  failure  to  perform  which,  rent  was  to  be  charged,  and  the 
covenantee  failed  to  execute  his  contract,  the  rent  was  Justly  chargeable. 
Siinton  v.  Douttnan^  461. 

••  The  Territory  of  Minnesota  having  abolished  the  court  of  chancery,  the 
excuses  of  the  defendant  must  be  Judged  of  as  if  it  was  a  case  in  chan- 
cery, the  statute  having  so  directed.  But  in  this  case,  time  would  be 
held  to  be  an  essential  consideration  in  the  contract  by  a  court  of  equity, 
and  the  excuses  for  non-performance  are  insufficient.  Ibid, 

••  Where  there  were  proceedings  in  a  State  court  between  a  bank,  one  of  iti 
creditors,  and  one  of  its  debtors,  and  the  bank  having  failed,  assigned  itf 
assets  to  trustees,  who  intervened  in  the  dispute  between  the  other,  two 
parties,  the  judgment  of  the  State  court  against  the  interveners  must  be 
considered  final,  and  a  bill  filed  by  them  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  must  be  dismissed.  Ingraham  v.  Dawwn,  486. 
IP  U  there  were  irregularities  in  the  proceedings  of  the  State  court,  It  was  for 
that  court  to  correct  them,  had  complaint  been  made  at  the  proper  time. 
Ibid, 
11.  ▲  person  dealing  with  an  unlettered  man  who  can  neither  read  nor  writ^ 
and  taking  from  him  a  promissory  note  for  the  payment  of  money  and 
a  deed  for  property,  In  trust,  to  secure  the  payment,  Is  bound  to  show, 
when  he  seeks  to  enforce  them,  that  they,  or  the  material  parts  of  them, 
were  read  and  fUlly  explained  to  the  party  before  they  were  execnted. 
Mid  thM  he  Ihlly  understood  tneir  meaning  and  effect.  Mdni  v.  ifv««i  501. 
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1%,  U  this  Uci  IB  established  by  positiTe  and  miimpeacoed  testhnony,  parai 
evidence  cannot  be  received,  to  show  that  the  contract  was  different  ttom 
that  expressed  in  the  writings,  or  that  nothing  was  at  that  time  dne  frooi 
the  paitj  who  executed  the  instruments.     iSd, 
18.  Where  there  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  lot  of  ground,  partly  on  Ume, 
and  the  vendee  entered  into  possession;  and  the  vendor  did  not  formallj 
demand  the  payment  of  the  balance  when  due,  but  merely  said  he  was 
ready  to  make  a  deed  when  the  money  was  paid;  and  after  the  time  of 
payment  had  elapsed,  the  vendee  made  a  tender  of  the  sum  due,  which 
the  vendor  reAised  to  receive;  these  and  other  circnmstances  show  that 
time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract^  and  the  vendee  was  entitled 
to  relief  upon  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract    Akl  v. 
MUuon^  511. 
14.  Where  the  defendant  appeared  to  a  bill  in  chancery,  and  defended  the  suit^ 
and  no  want  of  jurisdiction  appeared  in  the  record,  and  then  the  com* 
plainant  died,  an  objection  that  the  defendants  were  citizens  of  anoUier 
State  comes  too  late  when  made  to  a  bill  of  revivor,  which  is  only  a  con- 
tinuance of  the  suit.      Whyte  v.  Cfibbetf  541. 
1ft.  Koreover,  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  comes  too  late  after  a  mandate  hai  goiiPi 
down  from  this  court  to  the  court  below.    Ibid. 
OOMMEBGIAL  LAW. 

M    For  the  Law  ov  Oabhisbm  see  Gabnibbbb. 

1.  Where  the  question  before  the  jury  was,  whether  or  not  one  of  the  defend- 
ants was  a  partner  in  a  commercial  firm.  It  waa  proper  for  the  court  to 
exclude  the  declarations  made  by  the  defendant  in  the  absenoe  of  tha 
plaintiffB.    Teller  v.  Fatten^  126. 

S.  It  was  also  proper  not  to  confine  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  declarationa 
made  at  one  particular  time  In  the  presence  of  one  of  the  plaintiflli  \ut 
to  allow  all  similar  declarations  to  be  given  in  evidence,  so  that  tha 
Jury  could  judge  of  the  entire  question  of  the  existence  of  the  partnership. 
Ibid. 

B  Where  an  accepted  and  endorsed  bill  of  exchange  was  placed  by  the  drawer 
as  collateral  security  for  his  own  debt  in  the  hands  of  hiB  creditor,  and 
when  the  creditor  came  to  sue  the  acceptor,  the  court  instructed  the  Jury, 
^that  if  such  facts  and  circumstances  were  known  to  the  plaintiif  aa 
caused  him  to  suspect,  or  that  would  have  caused  one  of  ordinaiy  pru- 
dence to  suspect,  that  the  drawer  had  no  interest  in  the  bill,  and  no 
authority  to  use  the  same  for  his  own  benefit,  and  by  ordinaiy  diligenco 
he  could  have  ascertained  these  fhcts,"  then  the  Jury  would  find  for 
the  defendant— this  instruction  was  erroneous.  Goedman  v.  Smondt^ 
843. 

4  The  fhcts  of  the  case  examined,  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  there  was  Bofi- 
cient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  these  points.    Ibid. 

i.  This  court  again  says,  that  a  bona  fide  holder  of  a  negotiable  instrument  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  fects  which  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  takes  it  under  an  endorse- 
ment made  before  the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaflTected  bj 
these  facts,  and  may  recover  thereon,  although  as  between  the  antecedent 
parties  the  transaction  may  be  without  any  legal  validity.  Ibid. 

C  Where  a  party  is  in  possession  of  a  negotiable  instrument,  the  presumption 
is  that  he  holds  it  for  value,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  him  who 
'  disputes  it;  an  exception  being  where  the  defect  appaan  on  the  fiMa  of 
the  instrument.    Ibid. 

t.  It  is  a  question  of  fltct  for  the  jury,  whether  or  not  the  holder  had  knowl- 
edge of  defects  existing  antecedently  to  the  transfer  to  him.    /ML 

8.  The  &glish  and  American  cases  examined.    Ibid, 

f  •  Sorrendering  collateral  secnritleB  previously  given,  and  aflbrding  i 
indulgence  as  to  time,  Aimlsh  a  sufficient  consideration  for  "ttw 
dfnewcollaterala.   Ibid. 


Ai  Where  a  bill  of  exchange  was  drawn  in  proper  form  and  protefled  for  boo- 
oeMptaaoe,  parol  evidence  of  an  understanding  between  the  Slower  aai 
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the  party  in  wnose  foyor  the  bill  was  drawn,  calculated  to  yarj  the  tenuf 
of  the  instrument  was  not  admissible.    Brawn  v,  WUey^  442 

11.  Where  the  endorser  of  a  promissory  note,  in  conversation  with  the  agent 

of  the  holder,  before  its  maturity,  dispensed  with  a  presentation  of  the 
note  and  demand  of  payment,  and  promised  to  pay  it,  or  provide  for  its 
payment,  at  maturity,  he  could  not,  when  sued,  set  up  as  a  defence  that 
the  note  was  not  presented  for  payment,  and  demand  made  therefor  when 
it  was  due,  and  that  no  notice  of  its  dishonor  was  given.  Sigerton  v. 
Mathewt,  496. 

12.  If,  after  the  maturity  of  the  note,  the  endorser  promised  the  agent  of  the 

holder  to  pay  the  same,  having,  at  the  time  of  making  such  promise, 
knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  note  had  not  been  presented  for  payment, 
and  no  demand  made  therefor,  or  notice  of  non-payment,  he  could  not 
when  sued,  set  up  as  a  defence  a  want  of  such  demand  or  notice.    IbitL 
OONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  Where  the  Circuit  Court  adopted  the  construction  of  a  State  statute  which 
was  placed  upon  it  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  the  decision  was 
correct;  and  a  different  construction  of  the  statute  subsequently  placed 
upon  it  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  will  not  authorize  this  court 
to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  as  having  been  erroneoasly 
given.    Morgan  v.  Curtenmtf  1. 

S.  Where  it  does  not  appear  either  by  express  averment  or  by  a  necessary  in- 
tendment from  any  matter  stated  in  the  case,  nor  does  any  entry  on  the 
record  of  the  cause  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  show,  that  any  of 
the  questions  of  which  this  court  is  entitled  to  take  cognisance  under 
the  terms  of  the  25th  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  arose  in  the  cause  and 
were  actually  decided  by  that  court,  the  writ  of  error  must  be  dismissed, 
for  the  want  of  jurisdiction.     Christ  Church  v.  County  oj  Philade^hiaj  26. 

8.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  gives  to  Congress  the  power  to  pro- 
vide and  maintain  a  navy,  and  to  make  rules  for  its  government  Dynea  v. 
HooveTj  65. 

4.  In  the  exercise  of  this  power.  Congress  provided  for  the  punishment  of 

desertion  and  of  other  crimes  not  specified  in  the  articles,  which  should 
be  punished  according  to  the  laws  and  customs  in  such  cases  at  sea.  Ibid. 

5.  Where  a  seaman  was  charged  with  deserting,  and  the  court  martial  found 

him  guilty  of  attempting  to  desert,  the  court  had  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter,  and  an  action  of  trespass  for  false  imprisonment  will  not 
lie  against  the  ministerial  officer  who  executes  the  sentence  for  attempting 
to  desert.    Ildd, 

••  It  is  only  where  a  court  hos  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  or, 
having  such  jurisdiction,  is  bound  to  adopt  certain  rules  in  its  proceed- 
ings, from  which  it  deviates,  whereby  the  proceedings  are  rendered  coram 
non  JudteCf  that  an  actioi  will  lie  against  the  officer  who  executes  its 
Judgment.    Ibid. 

t.  The  authorities  upon  this  point  examined,  and  also  the  legal  powers  of 
courts  martial.    Ibid. 

8.  This  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  under  the  25th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of 
1789,  of  the  question  wheUier  or  not  a  law  of  a  State  is  in  opposition  to 
the  Constitution  of  that  State.    WUhert  v.  Buekiey^  84. 

••  Therefore,  where  it  is  alleged  that  the  Constitution  of  a  State  declares  that 
private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  uses,  and  that  the  highest 
court  of  the  State  has  sustained  the  validity  of  a  law  which  violates  this 
constitutional  provision,  this  court  has  no  power  to  review  that  decision. 
Ihid. 
10.  The  fifth  article  of  the  amendments  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
was  intended  to  prevent  the  Government  of  the  United  States  from  taking 
private  property  for  public  uses  without  just  compensation,  and  was  not 
intended  as  a  restraint  upon  the  State  Governments.     Ibid. 
11   A  law  of  the  State  of  Mississippi,  for  improving  the  navigation  of  a  river 
which  empties  itself  into  the  Mississippi,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  act 
oT  Congress  providing  for  the  admission  of  that  State  into  the  Union, 
which  act  guaranties  the  free  navigation  of  the  Mississippi  rivw.   Ibid. 
VOL.  XX.  40 
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ia«  Being  admitted  upon  a  footing  of  equality  with  Uie  other  States,  the  Stftit 
of  Mississippi  had  the  rightful  power  to  change  the  channels  or  courses 
of  rivers  within  the  interior  of  the  State,  for  purposes  of  internal  im- 
provement.   Ibid. 

18.  And,  moreover,  the  law  in  question  does  not  propose  to  affect  the  narlga- 
tion  of  the  Mississippi  river,  but  only  a  small  stream  running  into  it.  /6ttf 

14.  Where  a  suit  was  brought  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  in  one  of  the  Siaie 
courts  of  Louisiana,  and  bj  that  court  was  transferred  to  another  State 
court  for  the  purpose  of  being  connected  with  certain  proceedings  in 
insolvency,  and  this  transfer  was  pleaded  in  bar  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit  in  that  court  upon  the 
bill,  the  plea  was  not  good.    Hyde  v.  Stone,  170. 

16  The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  over  controversies 
between  citizens  of  different  States  cannot  be  impaired  by  the  laws  of  the 
States,  which  prescribe  the  modes  of  redress  in  their  own  courts,  or 
which  regulate  the  distribution  of  their  judicial  power.    Jbid» 

16.  The  insertion  of  the  bill  amongst  the  debts  of  the  insolvent  upon  his  sched- 
ule, is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  notice ;  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  evideucs 
was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  is  not  subject  to  review  in  this  court.  Ibid 

It.  When  New  Mexico  was  conquered  by  the  United  States,  it  was  only  the 
allegiance  of  the  people  that  was  changed;  their  relation  to  each  other, 
and  their  rights  of  property,  remained  undisturbed.  Lmtentdor/er  ▼.  WM 
176. 

18.  The  executive  authority  of  the  United  States  properly  established  a  pro- 
visional Government,  which  ordained  laws  and  instituted  a  judicial  sys- 
tem; all  of  which  continued  in  force  after  the  termination  of  the  war, 
and  until  modified  by  the  direct  legislation  of  Congress,  or  by  the  Terri- 
torial Government  established  by  its  authority.    Ibid. 

18.  A  suit  brought  in  a  court  established  by  the  provisional  Government  was 
properly  transferred  to  a  court  created  by  the  act  of  Congress  establish- 
ing the  Territory  of  New  Mexico,  the  jurisdiction  of  which  was  fixed  by 
a  Territorial  statute.    Ibid. 

80.  Under  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Arkansas,  the  Legislature  passed  a 

law  allowing  the  State  to  be  sued.    Beere  v.  State  ofArkaneas^  527. 

81.  According  to  this  law,  a  suit  was  brought  upon  some  of  the  State  bonds; 

and  whilst  the  suit  was  going  on,  the  Legislature  passed  another  law, 
requiring  the  bonds  to  be  filed  in  court,  or  the  suit  to  be  dismissed.  Ibid, 

88.  The  suitor  refusing  to  file  his  bonds,  the  suit  was  dismissed ;  and  the  case 
was  carried  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  where  the  judgment  was 
affirmed.    Ibid. 

88.  The  case,  being  brought  to  this  court  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  ths 
judiciary  act,  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction.    J  bid, 

14.  The  permission  to  bring  the  suit  was  not  a  contract  whose  obligations  were 
impaired  by  the  passage  of  the  subsequent  law.     J  bid. 

26.  Where  property  has  been  levied  upon  under  a  State  law,  it  is  not  liable  to 
be  seized  by  the  marshal  under  process  from  the  District  Court  of  ths 
United  States  upon  a  libel  for  mariners'  wages.     Taylor  v.  Carryl,  583. 
CONSTRUCTION  OF  STATUTES. 

1.  Where  the  Circuit  Court  adopted  the  construction  of  a  State  statute  which 
was  placed  upon  it  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State,  the  decision  was 
correct ;  and  a  different  construction  of  the  statute  subsequently  placed 
upon  it  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  will  not  authorize  this  court 
to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  as  having  been  erroneonslj 
given.  Morgan  v.  Curteniiu,  1. 
8.  The  power  granted  by  Congress  to  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Washing- 
ton, **  to  open  and  keep  in  repair  stre«tj,  avenues,  lanes,  alleys,  kc,  agree- 
ably  to  the  plan  of  the  city,"  includes  the  power  to  alter  the  grade  or 
change  the  level  of  the  land  on  which  the  streets  by  the  plan  of  the  ci^ 
are  laid  out.  Smiih  v.  Corporation  of  WoMhington^  135. 
i,  U^  in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  an  individual  proprietor  suffers  inconrenieBe* 

or  is  put  to  expense,  the  corporation  are  not  liable  in  damages.  Ibid. 
4.  In  May,  1830,  Congress  passed  an  act  (4  Stat,  at  L.,  42U)  which  gave  the  rigk» 
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of  pre-emption  to  settlors  on  the  pabhc  lands,  but  made  nail  and  Toid  all 
assignments  and  transfers  of  the  right  of  pre-emption  prior  to  the  issu- 
ance of  patents.  This  act  was  to  remain  in  force  for  one  year.  Mark*  t. 
JHckton,  501. 

6.  In  January,  1832,  another  act  was  passed,  (4  Stat,  at  L.,  496,)  supple* 
mentary  to  the  former,  allowing  certificates  of  purchase  to  be  transferred, 
and  patents  to  be  issued  in  the  name  of  the  assignee.    Ibid. 

6.  In  June,  1834,  another  act  was  passed,  (4  Stat  at  L.,  678,)  revinng  the 
act  of  1830.     Ibid. 

T.  The  true  construction  of  this  act  of  1834  is,  not  that  it  restored  the  pro- 
hibitory clause  of  1830,  but  that  it  revived  the  supplement,  together 
with  the  original  act;  and  that,  consequently,  an  assignment  was  good 
and  legal  before  a  patent  was  issued.    Ibid. 

8.  Bat  it  was  necessary  to  enter  the  land  at  the  land  ofBce,  before  the  right  of 
assignment  accrued;  and,  therefore,  assignments  made  before  such  enti^ 
were  assignments  of  floats,  and  void.    Ibid. 

f .  A  power,  however,  although  executed  before  the  location,  was  snflQcient  to 
justify  an  assignment  made  after  the  location,  there  being  a  tacit  affirm- 
ance of  the  power,  when  it  might  have  been  set  aside.    Ibid, 
CONTRACTS. 

1.  Where  there  was  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a  cargo  of  flour,  and  a 
portion  of  it  was  delivered,  paid  for,  and  used  by  the  purchaser,  ha 
cannot  repudiate  the  contract,  upon  the  ground  that  the  brand  upon  the 
flour  was  not  that  for  which  he  contracted.    Lyon  v.  Bertram^  150. 

S.  The  cases  upon  this  point  examined.    Ibid. 

8.  Where  the  statute  of  limitations  imposes  a  bar  upon  certain  species  of  con- 
tracts after  three  years,  and  upon  others  after  two  years,  and  the  plea  did 
not  show  that  the  contract  in  question  was  of  the  latter  class,  the  plea 
was  bad.     Ibid. 

4.  The  laws  of  California  require  that  actions  shall  be  prosecuted  in  the  name 

of  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  that  all  parties  having  an  interest  in  the 
subject  of  the  action  may  be  joined.  So  that  this  statute  is  complied 
with,  it  is  not  a  fatal  objection  that  the  respective  interests  of  parties 
JcinUy  concerned  are  not  accurately  set  forth.     Ibid, 

5.  A  broker  who  negotiates  the  sale  of  an  estate  is  not  entitled  to  his  com- 

mission until  he  finds  a  purchaser  in  a  situation  and  ready  and  willing 
to  complete  the  purchase  on  the  terms  agreed  upon  between  the  broker 
and  the  vendor.    McOavock  v.  Woodlitf^  221. 

4.  Where  there  was  a  covenant  to  sell  land  upon  condition  that  the  parchase- 
money  should  be  paid  in,  instalments,  and  other  acts  done  by  the  cot- 
enantee,  in  failure  to  perform  which,  rent  was  to  be  charged,  and  the 
covenantee  failed  to  execute  his  contract,  the  rent  was  jnsUy  chargeable. 
Stimon  v.  Doutman^  461. 

t.  The  Territory  of  Minnesota  having  abolished  the  court  of  chancery,  the 
excuses  of  the  defendant  must  be  judged  of  as  if  it  was  a  case  in  chan- 
cery, the  statute  having  so  directed.  But  in  this  case,  time  would  be 
held  to  be  an  essential  consideration  in  the  contract  by  a  court  of  eqai^, 
and  the  excuses  for  non-performance  are  insufficient  Ibid. 

%.  Where  there  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  lot  of  ground,  partly  on  time, 
and  the  vendee  entered  into  possession ;  and  the  vendor  did  not  formally 
demand  the  payment  of  the  balance  when  due,  but  merely  said  he  was 
ready  to  make  a  deed  when  the  money  was  paid;  and  after  the  time  of 
payment  had  elapsed,  the  vendee  made  a  tender  of  the  sum  due,  which 
the  vendor  refused  to  receive ;  these  and  other  circumstances  show  tliat 
time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and  the  vendee  was  entitled 
to  relief  upon  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  AU  t 
Johnson,  bV 
<K)URTS  MARTIAL 

1.  The  Oonstitution  of  the  United  States  gives  to  Oongress  the  power  to  |^iO' 
vide  and  maintain  a  navy,  and  to  make  rales  for  its  government  Dynm  r 
Hoover,  65. 

a  In  the  ezerdso  of  this  power,  Oongress  provided   or  the  panishmsnl  of 
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desertion  and  of  other  crimes  not  specified  in  the  articles,  which  sh-snid 
be  punished  according  to  the  laws  and  customs  in  such  cases  at  sea.  Ibid. 

8.  Where  a  seaman  was  charged  with  deserting,  and  the  court  martial  found 
him  guilty  of  attempting  to  desert,  the  court  had  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter,  and  an  action  of  trespass  for  fiUse  imprisonment  will  not 
lie  against  the  ministerial  officer  who  executes  the  sentence  for  attempting- 
to  desert.    Ilnd, 

4.  U  is  only  where  a  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter,  or, 
having  such  jurisdiction,  is  bound  to  adopt  certain  rules  in  its  proceed- 
ings, from  which  it  deviates,  whereby  the  proceedings  are  rendered  coram 
fum  j'udie^j  that  an  action  will  lie  against  the  ofilcer  who  executes  its 
judgment.    Ibid, 

6.  The  authorities  upon  this  point  examined,  and  also  the  legal  powen  of 
courts  martial.    Ibid. 
DUTIES. 

See  Takivf. 
SJECTMfixNT. 

I.  In  an  action  of  ejectment,  where  the  defendant  pleads  the  stalnle  of  limita* 

tions,  he  must  connect  his  own  possession  with  the  adverse  possessioa 
and  title  of  another  person  which  is  set  up  as  a  defence.    Otherwise,  the 
plea  is  not  good.  Doawell  v.  De  La  Lanza,  29. 
SYIDENCE. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a  ferry  boat,  for  personal  iignries  sus- 
tained by  the  negligence  of  its  officers,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might 
show  that  he  was  engaged  in  a  particular  business,  and  had  been  incti- 
pacitated  from  attending  to  it,  as  exhibiting  the  extent  of  the  injury,  aod 
that  it  had  occasioned  expense,  suffering,  and  loss  of  time  which  had 
value  to  him,  although  the  nature  of  his  occupation  was  not  set  forth  'n 
the  declaration.     Wade  v.  Leroy^  34. 

a.  The  signature  of  the  judge  is  not  the  only  evidence  by  which  a  decree  cf  o 
be  authenticated.    Seeambe  v.  Steele^  94. 

8.  Where  the  question  before  the  jury  was,  whether  or  not  one  of  the  defen«U 
ants  was  a  partner  in  a  commercial  firm,  it  was  proper  for  the  court  o> 
exclude  the  declarations  made  by  the  defendant  in  the  absence  of  tl  <a 
plaintiffs.    Teller  v.  Patten^  126. 

4.  It  was  also  proper  not  to  confine  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  declaratioia 
made  at  one  particular  time  in  the  presence  of  one  of  the  plaintifis,  b  it 
to  allow  all  similar  declarations  to  be  given  in  evidence,  so  that  the 
jury  could  judge  of  the  entire  question  of  the  existence  of  the  partnership. 
Ibid. 

8.  Bulings  of  the  court  below,  in  admitting  or  rtjectlng  evidence,  can  be 
brought  to  this  court  for  revision  only  by  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Sujfdam 
V.  WiUianuonf  427. 

8.  A  bill  of  exceptions  may  Include  in  its  scope  the  rulings  of  the  court  as  to> 
the  admissibility  of  evidence,  which  a  demurrer  to  evidence  cannot  do* 
Ibid. 

T.  A  demurrer  to  evidence  makes  the  evidence  a  part  of  the  record.     Ibid. 

8.  Where  a  bill  of  exchange  was  drawn  in  proper  form  and  protested  for  non* 
acceptance,  parol  evidence  of  an  understanding  between  the  drawer  and 
the  party  in  whose  favor  the  bill  was  drawn,  calculated  to  vary  the  terms 
of  the  instrument,  was  not  admissible.    Brown  v.  Wileyj  442. 

8.  The  deposition  of  an  officer  of  the  General  Land  Office,  as  to  the  opinions 
and  practice  prevailing  in  that  office,  cannot  be  read  to  the  jury  as  proof 
of  the  law,  although  it  might  have  influence  with  the  court  in  explaining 
the  law  to  the  jury.     RoberU  v.  Cooper^  467. 

18i  A  person  dealing  with  an  unlettered  man  who  can  neither  read  nor  write, 
and  taking  from  him  a  promissory  note  for  the  payment  of  money  and 
a  deed  for  property,  in  trust,  to  secure  the  payment,  is  bound  to  show^ 
when  he  seeks  to  enforce  them,  that  they,  or  the  material  parts  of  them, 
were  read  and  fully  explained  to  the  party  before  they  were  executed,, 
and  that  he  fully  understood  their  meaning  and  effect.  Selden  v.  Myere^  606. 

II.  If  this  tauGi  is  esUblished  by  oositive  and  unimpeached  testimony,  paro> 
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evidence  cannot  be  receiyedi  to  show  that  the  contnct  was  different  from 
that  expressed  in  the  writings,  or  that  nothing  was  at  that  time  due  from 

I  the  partj  who  executed  the  instraments.     Ibid. 

I  12.  Eridence  of  the  sale  of  property  under  certain  proceedings  of  a  State  court 

was  properly  received  in  the  Circuit  Court,  where  the  proceedings  of  the 
State  court  were  dul  j  certified,  and  it  had  competent  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter.     Barton  v.  Fortyih^  532. 
FRAUDULExNT  CONVEYANCES. 

I.  Deeds  of  large  tracts  of  land  made  by  a  grantor  when  deeply  in  debt,  and 

I  when  suits  were  pending  against  him,  and  who  shortly  afterwards  peti- 

I  tioned  for  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt  act,  the  possession  and  occupation 

of  the  iand  continuing  the  same  after  the  sale  as  before,  and  the  consid- 
eration money  one-half  only  of  the  actual  value,  held  to  be  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  creditors.    UudginM  v.  Kemp,  45. 
raAUDULENT  SALES  OF  PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

1.  Where  a  sheriff  was  sued  fo^  taking  goods  under  an  attachment,  which 
goods  had  been  previously  assigned  under  circumstances  which  were  al- 
^eg^d  to  be  fraudulent,  it  was  proper  for  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 
**that  if  they  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  sale  was  made  for  the 

'  purpose  of  hindering,  delaying,  or  defrauding  creditors,  it  was  invalid  as 

against  the  defendant ;  and  that  whether  the  sale  was  or  was  not  fraudu- 
lent was  a  question  of  fact,  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case ;  that  if  the  sale  were  secret,  and  no  means 

'  taken  to  apprise  the  public  of  it,  these  were  facts  which  threw  suspicion 

upon  the  transactioc,  but  did  not  make  the  sale  fhiudulent  in  law  as 
against  the  defendant.     Warner  r.  Nurton,  448. 

I  QARNISHEB. 

1.  By  the  laws  of  Virginia,  where  an  absent  defendant  is  sued,  and  a  garnishee 
'  is  found  within  the  State  having  funds  of  the  absent  debtor  in  his  bands, 

the  court  may  either  suffer  th6  fund  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  gu:*- 

'  nishee,  or  be  paid  over  to  the  attaching  creditor,  security  being  given  in 

either  case  to  refund  the  money  upon  a  final  decree.  Haltingly  v.  Boyd,  128. 

2.  Whilst  the  suit  is  pending,  therefore,  the  money  must  be  considered  as  in 
'  the  custody  of  the  court,  and  not  liable  to  be  sued  for  by  the  absent 
'  debtor  against  his  garnishee.    Ibid. 

3.  Consequently,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  run  whilst  the  suit  is  pend- 
'  ing ;  and  if  an  action  is  brought  against  the  executor  of  the  garnishee 
'  afler  the  termination  of  the  principal  suit  in  sufficient  time  to  clear  the 
'  statute,  a  recovery  must  be  had.     Ibid. 

^  4.  The  garnishee  having  used  the  money,  his  executor  must  pay  interest  Arom 

the  time  when  the  attachment  process  was  served,  up  to  the  time  of  the 
'  death  of  the  garnishee — it  being  so  claimed  in  the  bilL     Ibid. 

I  5.  The  garnishee  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  trouble  which  he 

had  taken.     IbO. 
»  JURISDICTION. 

^  1.  In  tne  present  case,  the  complainant  and  appellant  did  not  derive  his  title 

to  the  land  in  dispute  from  any  statute  of  the  United  States;  and  therefore 
this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  matter  by  rirtue  of  the  25th  section 
H  of  thi  judiciary  act.      Wynn  v.  Morrie,  3. 

i  2.  Where  several  parties  set  up  conflicting  claims  to  property,  with  which  a 

i  special  tribunal  may  deal,  as  between  one  party  and  the  Government, 

regardless  of  the  rights  of  others,  the  latter  may  come  into  the  ordinary 
t  courts  of  justice,  and  litigate  the  conflicting  claims.     Oarlandr.  Wynn,  6. 

i  B.  Therefore,  in  a  case  where  the  register  and  receiver  of  public  lands  have 

(  been  imposed  upon  by  ex  parte  affidavits,  and  the  patent  has  been  ob- 

tained by  one  having  no  interest  secured  to  him  in  virtue  of  the  pre-emp- 
{,  tion  laws,  to  the  destruction  of  another's  right  who  had  a  preference 

d  of  entry  which  he  preferred  and  exerted  in  due  form,  but  which  right 

r,  was  defeated  by  false  swearing  and  fraudulent  contrivance  brought  about 

h  by  him  to  whom  the  patent  was  awarded — ^in  such  a  case,  the  Jorisdictloa 

i,  of  the  courts  of  justice  is  not  ousted  by  the  regnlatloot  of  Iho  CoBUiila" 

i  iiooer  of  the  Qeneral  Land  Office.     Ibid. 
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4.  Where  it  does  not  appear  either  by  express  ayerment  or  by  a  necessaxy  «b- 
tendment  from  any  matter  stated  iu  the  case,  nor  does  any  entry  on  th^ 
record  of  the  caase  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  show,  that  any  of 
the  questions  of  which  this  court  is  entitled  to  take  cognizance  under 
the  terms  of  the  25th  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  arose  in  the  cause  and 
were  actually  decided  by  that  court,  the  writ  of  error  must  be  dismissed, 
for  the  want  of  jurisdiction.  Christ  Church  y.  County  of  Philadelphia^  26. 
6.  Where  a  bill  is  filed  to  enforce  the  specific  execution  of  a  contract  in  rela- 
tion to  the  use  of  a  patent  right,  this  court  has  no  appellate  jurisdiction^ 
unless  the  matter  in  controversy  exceeds  two  thousand  dollars.  Brown  t. 
Shannon,  65. 

6.  The  jurisdiction,  where  the  bill  is  founded  upon  a  contract,  differs  materiallj 

from  the  jurisdiction  on  a  bill  to  prevent  the  infringement  of  the  mo- 
nopoly of  the  patentee,  or  of  those  claiming  under  him  by  legal  assign* 
ments,  and  to  protect  them  in  their  rights  to  the  exclusive  use.     Ibid. 

7.  The  penalty  of  the  bond  taken,  when  an  injunction  is  awarded,  is  no  evidence 

of  the  amount  or  value  in  dispute.    Ibid, 

8.  This  court  has  no  jurisdiction,  under  the  25th  section  of  the  judiciary  act  of 

1789,  of  the  question  whether  or  not  a  law  of  a  State  is  in  opposition  X» 
the  Constitution  of  that  State.     Withert  y.  Buckley,  84. 

9.  Therefore,  where  it  is  alleged  that  the  Constitution  of  a  State  declares  thai 

private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  uses,  and  that  the  higheit 
court  of  the  State  has  sustained  the  validity  of  a  law  which  violates  thin 
constitutional  provision,  this  court  has  no  power  to  review  that  decisioo. 
Ibid, 

10.  The  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  has  no  power  to  entertain  an  original 

bill  brought  by  a  creditor,  who  has  come  in  and  proved  his  debt  against 
the  bankrupt,  for  the  purpose  of  annulling  or  vacating  a  discharge  anl 
certificate  in  bankruptcy,  obtained  in  the  District  Court  upon  imputations 
of  fraud,  done  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy  by  the  bankrupt ;  or  to 
give  relief,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  a  suit  brought  by  a  creditor  who 
had  proved  his  debt  under  the  commission,  who  had  assented  to  the 
bankrupt's  discharge  and  certificate,  and  who  had  taken  a  dividend  out 
of  the  bankrupt's  estate.     Commercial  Bank  of  Manchester  y.  Bueknery  108. 

11.  The  District  Court,  which  passed  the  decree  in  bankruptcy,  can  take  cogni- 

zance of  such  a  case.    Ibid, 

12.  Whether  or  not  such  a  bill  could  be  filed  by  a  creditor  who  had  not  com« 

in  and  proved  his  debt,  and  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  decree  in  bank- 
ruptcy, is  a  question  which  the  court  does  not  now  decide.    Jbid. 

18.  Nor  has  the  Circuit  Court  the  power,  under  its  general  jurisdiction  over 
frauds,  to  give  relief,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  a  suit  brought  by  a 
creditor  who  had  proved  his  debt  under  the  commission,  had  assented  to 
the  bankrupt's  discharge  and  certificate,  and  had  taken  a  dividend  out  of 
the  bankrupt's  estate.    Ibid, 

14.  Where  a  suit  was  brought  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  in  one  of  the  State 
courts  of  Louisiana,  and  by  that  court  was  transferred  to  another  State 
court  for  the  purpose  of  being  connected  with  certain  proceedings  in 
Insolvency,  and  this  transfer  was  pleaded  in  bar  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit  in  that  court  upon  the 
bill,  the  plea  was  not  good.    Hyde  v.  Stone^  170. 

18.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  over  controversiea 
between  citizens  of  different  States  cannot  be  impaired  by  the  laws  of  the 
States,  which  prescribe  the  modes  of  redress  in  their  own  courts,  or 
which  regulate  the  distribution  of  their  judicial  power.    Ibid, 

18.  The  insertion  of  the  bill  amongst  the  debts  of  the  insolvent  upon  his  sched- 
ule, is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  notice;  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  is  not  subject  to  review  in  this  court.  Ibid, 

It.  In  Kew  Mexico,  the  laws  of  the  provisional  Government  auth«>rized  an  attach- 
ment against  the  property  of  a  debtor,  in  cases  in  which  a  party  claiming  to 
be  a  creditor,  upon  a  petition  and  affidavit,  charged  that  his  debtor  ha4 
frandnlentJy  disposed  of  his  property,  so  as  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud,  his 
sisditon.    By  the  same  law,  an  issue  was  directed  to  be  tried  npon  the 
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petition  and  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff;  npon  which  isBue,  if  the  finding 
enstained  the  petition  and  affidavit,  the  plaintiff  was  authorized  to  procoeS 
to  the  proof  of  his  debt  j  if  the  finding  was  against  the  charge  in  the  peti- 
tion,  the  attachment  was  to  be  dismissed.  These  proceedings  with  refer* 
ence  to  the  attachment  are  in  their  nature  proceedings  in  abatement,  and 
are  not  final  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
reviewed  upon  writ  of  error  in  this  court.   LtiUntdwrfer  v.  W«bb^  176. 

18.  By  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  no  civil  suit  shall  be  brought  against  an  in- 

habitant of  the  United  States  by  an  original  process  in  any  other  district 
than  that  whereof  he  is  an  inhabitant,  or  in  which  he  shall  be  found  aft 
the  time  of  serving  the  writ.    Chajfu  v.  Day^  208. 

19.  This  provision  of  law  is  not  changed  by  any  subsequent  process  act,  or  by 

the  law  giving  jurisdiction  to  Circuit  Courts  in  patent  cases,  without 
regard  to  citizenship.  Ibid. 

30.  Therefore,  where  a  suit  was  commenced  for  an  infringement  of  a  patent 

right,  and  process  was  served  by  attaching  the  property  of  an  absent 
defendant,  this  was  not  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction.    iMi. 

31.  An  averment,  in  pleading,  that  the  Covington  Drawbridge  Company  were 

citizens  of  Indiana  was  sufficient  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States,  because  the  company  was  incorporated  by  a  public 
statute  of  the  State  which  the  court  was  bound  judicially  *o  notice. 
CwmgUm  Drawbridge  Company  v.  Shq>herdj  227. 

38.  The  former  decisions  of  this  court  upon  this  subject  examined.    Ibid, 

S3.  The  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  extends  to 
cases  of  collision  upon  navigable  waters,  although  the  place  of  such  col- 
lision may  be  within  the  body  of  a  county  of  a  State,  and  may  be  above 
the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  tide.     Jackson  v.  Steamboat  Magnolia^  296. 

34.  The  District  Courts  exercise  this  jurisdiction  over  fresh- water  rivers  "navi- 
gable from  the  sea,"  by  virtue  of  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  and  not  as 
conferred  by  the  act  of  1845,  which  extends  their  jurisdiction  to  the 
great  lakes  and  waters  "not  navigable  from  the  sea."    Ibid. 

3ft.  The  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  does  not  extend 
to  cases  where  a  lien  is  claimed  by  the  builders  of  a  vessel  for  work  done 
and  materials  found  in  its  construction.  PeopUe  Ferry  Co/mpany  v.  J3Mr«, 
393. 

26.  Whether  the  District  Courts  can  enforce  a  lien  in  such  cases,  where  the  law 
of  the  State  where  the  vessel  was  built  gave  a  lien  for  its  construction, 
is  a  question  which  the  court  does  not  now  decide.    Ibid. 

39.  Where  there  was  a  covenant  to  sell  land,  and  if  the  covenantee  did  not  com- 

ply with  the  terms  of  payment,  the  covenantor  had  a  right  to  declare  th« 
contract  void,  and  charge  rent ;  the  amount  of  rent  was  not  the  test  of  th« 
jurisdiction  of  this  court,  as  the  amount  of  property  involved  was  large. 
Slineon  v.  Doueman^  461. 

38.  This  court  has  not  jurisdiction,  under  the  twenty-flfth  section  of  the  jadi« 
ciary  act,  to  review  the  judgment  of  a  State  court,  where  the  question 
involved  merely  related  to  the  proper  boundary  between  two  tracts  of 
land,  although  the  owners  of  both  had  valid  grants  from  the  United 
States.    Moreland  v.  Page,  522. 

St«  Where  the  only  bills  of  exception  were  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  grant 
a  continuance  and  change  the  venue,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
must  be  affirmed,  as  these  matters  are  not  the  subjects  of  review  by  this 
court.     MeFaul  r,  Rameay^  523. 

30.  Where  the  Legislature  of  a  State  passed  a  law  allowing  the  State  to  be  sued 
upon  her  bonds,  and  afterwards  directed  the  bonds  to  be  filed  under  tha 
penalty  of  dismissal,  and  the  case  was  dismissed  because  the  suitor  re- 
rosed  to  file  his  bonds,  this  does  not  fhmish  a  case  within  the  twenty- 
•flfth  section  of  the  judiciary  act.     Beert  v.  State  of  Arkaneae^  527. 

tl.  A  bill  in  chancery,  purporting  to  be  a  cross  bill,  filed  under  the  same  law 
of  Arkansas  which  was  mentioned  in  the  preceding  case  of  Holford't 
Administrator  o.  The  State  of  Arkansas,  comes  under  the  decisien  Ib 
thftt  case^and  mast  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  this  < 
Bemk  qf  WaekingUm  t.  8uU€  o/Arkam»a9t  630 
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S3.  A.  plea  to  tbt  jurisdiction  comes  too  late  after  a  mandate  has  gone  dowa 
fhim  this  court  to  the  court  below.     Wh^U  t.  Oidbetj  541. 

33  Where  there  was  a  demurrer  to  some  parts  of  a  replication,  and  a  motion  to 
strike  out  other  parts,  still  leaving  in  the  replication  some  essential  allega* 
tions,  a  judgment  upon  the  demurrer  and  motion  to  strike  out  was  not 
such  a  final  judgment  as  can  be  reviewed  by  this  court.  Holeomb§  t. 
McKutkk,  552. 

34.  An  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  quash  an  execution,  is  not  such  a  judg- 
ment as  can  be  reviewed  in  this  court  bj  a  writ  of  error.  MeCargo  r 
Chapman^  555. 

85  The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  as  courts  of  equity  is 
ample  to  enforce  the  performance  of  trusts  under  both  the  ConstitaUon 
and  laws.    Irvine  v.  MarehaU,  558. 

86.  The  United  States  can  declare  by  Congress  what  the  law  shall  be  with 
respect  to  the  public  lands,  and  enforce  that  law  through  the  judiciary 
department.   Ibid. 

3Y.  Although  the  officers  of  the  land  department  may  in  practice,  and  as  a  mle 
of  convenience,  have  received  the  certificate  of  purchase  as  evidence  of 
title,  yet  neither  that  practice  nor  the  certificate  itself  can  control  tha 
power  either  of  the  United  States  or  of  this  court,  to  acyudge  or  to  con- 

firm  the  title  to  the  land  to  the  true  owner.    Ibid 

JURY. 

1.  Where  a  sheriff  was  sued  for  taking  goods  under  an  attachment,  which 
goods  had  been  previously  assigned  under  circumstances  which  were  al- 
leged to  be  fraudulent,  it  was  proper  for  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 
*Uhat  if  they  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  sale  was  made  for  the 
purpose  of  hindering,  delaying,  or  defrauding  creditors,  it  was  invalid  as 
against  the  defendant ;  and  that  whether  the  sale  was  or  was  not  fraaau- 
lent  was  a  question  of  fact,  to  be  determined  by  the  jury  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case ;  that  if  the  sale  were  secret,  and  no  means 
taken  to  apprise  the  public  of  it,  these  were  facts  which  threw  suspicion 
upon  the  transaction,  but  did  not  make  the  sale  firaudulent  in  law  at 
against  the  defendant.  Warner  v.  Norton^  448. 
LANDS— PUBLIC,  IN  CALIFORNIA. 

See  California. 
LANDS— PUBLIC. 

1.  Where  several  parties  set  up  conflicting  claims  to  property,  with  which  a 
special  tribunal  may  deal,  as  between  one  party  and  the  Government, 
regardless  of  the  rights  of  others,  the  latter  may  come  into  the  ordinary 
courts  of  justice,  and  litigate  the  conflicting  claims.  Oarlandy,  ITyim,  6. 
t  Therefore,  in  a  case  where  the  register  and  receiver  of  public  lands  have 
been  imposed  upon  by  ex  parte  affidavits,  and  the  patent  has  been  ob- 
tained by  one  having  no  interest  secured  to  him  in  virtue  of  the  pre-emp- 
tion laws,  to  the  destruction  of  another's  right  who  had  a  preference 
of  entry  which  he  preferred  and  exerted  in  due  form,  but  which  right 
was  defeated  by  false  swearing  and  fraudulent  contrivance  brought  about 
by  him  to  whom  the  patent  was  awarded — ^In  such  a  case,  the  jurisdictJoa 
of  the  courts  of  justice  is  not  ousted  by  the  regulations  of  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Oeneral  Land  Office.  Ibid 
1.  The  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Clements  (8  How.,  660) 
reviewed  and  controlled.     Gatauan  v.  Phill^t  Le$tee,  373. 

4.  The  quantity  of  land  granted  to  a  patentee  in  pursuance  of  a  pre-emption 
right  under  the  act  of  29th  May,  1830,  must,  in  an  action  at  law,  be 
ascertained  from  the  description  in  the  patent,  and  cannot  be  controlled 
by  any  supposed  original  equity  to  the  whole  of  a  quarter  section  to 
which  a  claim  might  have  been  made  before  the  register  and  receiver.  /M. 
f.  flora.*  latitude  of  discretion  is  allowed  to  the  surveyor  general  under  the  act 
oi  24th  April,  1820,  and  the  instructions  of  the  land  office,  in  the  sahdi- 
▼Ision  of  fractional  sections  containing  more  than  one  hundred  and  iiztjr 
acres;  and  he  is  not  obliged,  absolutely,  and  under  all  cirea«iitancei,  tm 
lay  off  a  fuU  qnarter  or  half  quarter  section,  tbouf  h  the  fraotioft  ii  Cttpft- 
ble  of  such  a  subdivisioD.  Ibid. 
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•.  In  May,  183U,  Congress  passed  an  act  (4  Stat,  at  L.,  420)  which  frare  the  right 
of  pre-emption  to  settlers  on  the  public  lands,  but  mad«)  nnll  and  void  all 
assignments  and  transfers  of  the  right  of  pre-emption  prior  to  the  issu- 
ance of  patents.  This  act  was  to  remain  in  force  for  one  year.  Markt  t 
Dickton^  501. 

t.  In  January,  1832,  another  act  was  passed,  (4  Stat,  at  L.,  496,)  supple- 
mentary to  the  former,  allowing  certificates  of  purchase  to  be  transfernidy 
and  patents  to  be  Issued  in  the  name  of  the  assignee.    Ibid, 

8.  In  June,  1834,  another  act  was  passed,  (4  Stat,  at  L.,  678,)  reyiving  the 

act  of  1830.     Ibid, 

9.  The  true  construction  of  this  act  of  1834  is,  not  that  it  restored  the  pro 

hibitory  clause  of  1830,  but  that  it  revived  the  supplement,  together 

with  the  original  act ;  and  that,  consequently,  an  assignment  was  good 

and  legal  before  a  patent  was  issued.  Ibid. 
to.  But  it  was  necessary  to  enter  the  land  at  the  land  office,  before  the  right  of 

assignment  accrued,-  and,  therefore,  assignments  made  before  such  entry 

were  assignments  of  floats,  and  void.  Ibid, 
11.  A  power,  however,  although  executed  before  the  location,  was  sufficient  to 

justify  an  assignment  made  after  the  location,  there  being  a  tacit  affirm* 

ance  of  the  power,  when  it  might  have  been  set  aside.    Ibid, 

13.  At  a  sale  of  public  lands  in  a  Territory,  an  agent  who  purchased  for  another 

must  account,  as  trustee,  to  his  employer,  although  the  statutes  of  tha 
Territory  have  abolished  all  resulting  trusts.     Irvine  v.  Marshall,  658. 

18.  The  United  States,  being  the  owner  of  the  public  lands  within  the  States 

and  Territories,  have  the  right  to  say  to  whom,  in  what  mode,  and  by 
what  title,  they  shall  be  conveyed.    Ibid, 

14.  It  promotes  the  public  sales,  that  agents  should  be  allowed  to  attend  and 

purchase,  under  the  usual  responsibility  of  agents  or  trustees.    Ibid, 

1ft.  The  control,  enjoyment,  and  disposal,  by  the  United  States,  of  their  own 
property,  is  independent  of  the  locality  of  such  property,  whether  it  be 
situated  in  a  State  or  Territory;  nor  are  the  contracts  of  the  Government 
with  respect  to  subjects  within  its  constitutional  competency,  local,  or 
confined  in  their  efibcts  and  operation  strictly  to  the  sites  of  the  subjects 
to  which  they  relate.    Ibid, 

16.  Although  a  certificate  may  be  the  subject  of  bargain  and  sale,  yet  the  United 
States  can  take  care  that  the  conveyance  shall  be  made  to  him  who  is 
in  good  faith  their  vendee.    Ibid. 

IT.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  as  courts  of  equity  ia 
ample  to  enforce  the  performance  of  trusts  under  both  the  Constitution 
and  laws.   Ibid, 

^8.  The  United  States  can  declare  by  Congress  what  the  law  shall  be  with  re- 
spect to  the  public  lands,  and  enforce  that  law  through  the  judiciary  de- 
partment. Ibid, 

19.  Although  the  officers  of  tlie  land  department  may  in  practice,  and  as  a  mie 

of  convenience,  have  received  the  certificate  of  purchase  as  evidence  of 
title,  yet  neither  that  practice  nor  the  certificate  itself  can  control  tho 
power  either  of  the  United  States  or  of  this  court,  to  adjudge  or  to  con- 
firm the  title  to  the  land  to  the  true  owner.    Ibid. 
LIMITATION— STATUTES  OP 

1.  Bj  the  laws  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  no  action  would  lie  on  a  foreign 
Judgment,  and  all  actions  of  debt  were  prescribed  in  four  years.  Baeom 
V.  Dtfward,  22. 

t.  When  about  to  form  a  Constitution,  for  the  purpose  of  becoming  a  State 
of  the  Union,  the  Legislature  passed  a  law  permitting  suiu  to  be  brought 
on  foreign  judgments,  but  limiting  them  to  sixty  days  when  the  judgment 
was  of  tour  years  standing  and  upward.  Ibid, 

t.  The  plaintiflTs'  bill  attempted  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  last  HmiUtion  aa  to 
their  judgment,  which  was  more  than  four  years  old,  on  the  ground 
that  they  lived  more  tnan  two  thousand  miles  disUnt,  and  could  not 
know  of  the  passage  of  the  last  act  within  time  to  prosecute  their  action 
ibid. 

4.  Raid,  that  the  last-mentioned  statute  oonfeired  a  fiifor,  nnd  was  aol  rfftfO> 
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Bpective;  and  that  plaintiffs'  action  was  barred,  Whether  he  knew  of  tte 
act  or  not.    Ibid, 

5.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  not  restrain  the  right  of  eack 
State  to  legislate  as  to  the  remedy  on  suits  on  judgments  In  other  Staiai. 
Ilrid. 

••  In  an  action  of  ejectment,  where  the  defendant  pleads  the  statute  of  limit»- 
tionsi  he  must  connect  his  own  possession  with  the  adverse  possessioa 
and  title  of  another  person  which  is  set  up  as  a  defence.  Otherwise,  the 
plea  is  not  good.  Datwell  ▼.  De  La  Lanza^  29. 

T.  Bj  the  laws  of  Virginia,  where  an  absent  defendant  is  sued,  and  a  gamishe* 
is  found  within  the  State  having  funds  of  the  absent  debtor  in  his  hands 
the  court  maj  either  suffisr  the  fund  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  gar- 
nishee, or  be  paid  over  to  the  attaching  creditor,  securitj  being  given  ii» 
either  case  to  refund  the  money  upon  a  final  decree.  Mattmffljf  t.  Boyd,  128. 

8.  Whilst  the  suit  is  pending,  therefore,  the  money  must  be  considered  as  in 

the  custody  of  the  court,  and  not  liable  to  be  sued  for  by  the  absent 
debtor  against  his  garnishee.    Ibid, 

9.  Oonsequently,  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  ran  whilst  the  suit  is  pend  • 

ing ;  and  if  an  action  is  brought  against  the  executor  of  the  garnishee 
after  the  termination  of  the  principal  suit  in  sufficient  time  to  dear  the 
statute,  a  recovery  must  be  had.    Ibid, 
lIAin)AMUS. 

1.  A  rale  laid  upon  the  district  judge  of  the  State  of  Texas,  to  show  cause 
why  a  mandamus  should  not  be  issued  for  him  to  allow  an  appeal  la 
a  certain  case;  but  upon  an  examination  of  the  case,  the  mandamus 
refused.  Mutnna  r.  CavoMOM^  280. 
I.  Where  there  was  an  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  set  aside  a  judgment  apoe 
payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  costs  which  had  accrued  up  to  Uiat 
time,  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  by  not  insisting  upon  the  payment  of  socb 
costs,  thereby  impliedly  waived  the  condition  upon  which  the  judgment 
vras  to  be  vacated,  and  cannot  proceed  upon  the  judgment  as  being  still 
in  force.  Ramom  T.  Ntw  York,  681. 
8.  Other  circumstances  lead  to  the  opinion  that  it  was  the  understanding  of 

both  sides  that  the  judgment  should  be  racated.  Ibid, 
4.  This  court  therefore  overrule  a  motion  for  a  mandamus  directing  the  conrt 
below  to  set  aside  the  order  yacating  the  judgment,  or  for  a  rale  to  show 

cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue.    Ibid, 

PARTIES. 

1.  Creditors  of  the  render,  who  recovered  judgments  and  sold  the  proper^, 
pending  a  suit  for  a  specific  performance,  in  which  the  pnrchase-mon^ 
had  been  paid  into  court,  are  not  necessary  parties  to  the  salt,  nor  aie 
the  purchasers  at  the  sherifTs  sale  under  such  judgments.  Seeomb§  r 
SteeUy  34. 
PARTNERSHIP. 

See  CoMMBRoiAL  Law. 
PATENT  RIGHTS. 

1.  Where  a  bill  is  filed  to  enforce  the  specific  execution  of  a  eontrset  In  rela- 

tion to  the  use  of  a  patent  right,  this  court  has  no  appellate  jurisdiction^ 
unless  the  matter  in  controversy  exceeds  two  thousand  dollars.  Br^wm  n 
ahamnon^  56. 

2.  The  jurisdiction,  where  the  bill  is  founded  upon  a  contract,  differs  material^ 

ftom  the  jurisdiction  on  a  bill  to  prerent  the  infringement  of  the  mo- 
nopoly of  the  patentee,  or  of  those  claiming  under  him  by  l^pil  assign* 
ments,  and  to  protect  them  in  their  rights  to  the  exclusiye  use.     Ibid, 

8.  The  penalty  of  the  bond  taken,  when  an  iigunction  is  awarded,  is  no  evidence 
of  the  amount  or  yalue  in  dispute.    Ibid, 

4.  In  snits  for  the  inftingement  of  a  patent  right,  the  rale  of  damages  Is  tho 
amount  which  the  infringer  actually  realized  in  profits,  not  what  hs 
might  have  made  by  reasonable  diligence.    Dean  y.  Matan,  198. 

i  After  a  bill  is  taken  pro  eonfuto  in  the  Circuit  Court,  a  motion  to  aOoir  i 
answer  to  be  filed  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court;  aad  f 
e  ntesal  so  to  d0|  an  appeal  does  not  lie  to  this  eonrt.    Ibid, 
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fATKNT  RIGHTS,  (Continued.) 
'  '      f  A  motion  to  dismiss  the  complainant's  bill|  upon  the  ground  tbAt  he  had 

parted  with  his  interest,  was  properlj  overruled,  because  such  assignment 
A  was  not  made  until  after  the  time  when  the  computation  of  profits  ended. 

I  Jbid, 

Y.  By  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  no  civil  suit  shall  be  brought  against  an  in- 
^  habitant  of  the  United  States  by  an  original  process  in  any  other  district 

I  than  that  whereof  he  is  an  inhabitant,  or  in  which  he  shall  be  found  at 

*  the  time  of  serving  the  writ.   -Chaffee  v.  />ay,  208. 

8.  This  provision  of  law  is  not  changed  by  any  subsequent  process  act,  or  hy 
I  the  law  giving  jurisdiction  to  Circuit  Courts  in  patent  cases,  without 

I  regard  to  citizenship.  J  bid, 

h  9.  Therefore,  where  a  suit  was  commenced  for  an  infringement  of  a  paten-^ 

1  fight,  and  process  was  served  by  attaching  the  property  of  an  absent 

I  defendant,  this  was  not  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction.    Ibid. 

I  10.  The  Dnion  India  Rubber  Company  have  a  right  to  manufacture  articles  o^ 

i  India  Rubber.     Day  v.  Union  India  Rubber  Company j  216. 

11.  Footers  patent  declared  good,  for  the  combination  of  machinery  used  in  "  th^ 
I  application  of  the  expansive  and  contracting  power  of  a  metallic  rod  by 

I  different  degrees  of  heat,  to  open  and  close  a  damper  which  governs  the 

I  admission  of  air  into  a  stove,  in  which  such  rod  shall  be  acted  upou 

directly  by  the  heat  of  the  stove  or  the  fire  which  it  contains."  SiUby  i  • 
FooUj  378. 
I  12.  The  award  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  damages  for  an  infringement  of  the 

I  patent  affirmed,  by  an  equal  division  of  this  court ;  but  the  allowance  of 

I  interest  overruled.    Ibid. 

18.  Where  a  patentee  claims  more  than  he  is  entitled  to,  his  patent  may  still  bo 
I  good  for  what  is  really  his  own,  provided  he  enters  a  disclaimer  for  the 

I  surplus  without  any  unreasonable  delay.    In  this  case,  the  patentee  was 

I  allowed  to  recover  damages  for  an  infringement,  but  not  to  recover  costs, 

,  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  3d  March,  1837. 

I  Ibid, 

14.  The  reaping  machines  made  by  Manny  do  not  infringe  McCormick's  patent, 
either  as  to  the  divider,  the  manner  in  which  the  reel  is  supported,  or  the 
combination  of  the  reel  with  a  seat  for  the  raker.  McCormiek  v.  TaleoUf  402. 
1ft.  McCormiek  not  being  the  original  inventor  of  the  machine  called  a  divider, 
but  the  patentee  of  only  an  improvement  for  a  combination  of  mechanical 
devices,  could  not  hold  as  an  infringer  one  who  used  only  a  part  of  ibm 
combination.    Ibid,  ^ 

18.  The  manner  of  supporting  the  reel  in  Manny's  machine  is  not  like  that  in 

McCormick's,  and  was  used  before  McCormick's  first  patent.  Ibid. 
It*  With  respect  to  the  raker's  seat,  McCormick's  patent  was  for  a  combination 
of  the  reel  with  a  seat  arranged  and  located  according  to  his  description. 
But  Manny's  arrangement  d&Ters  firom  McCormick's  in  principle  as  well 
as  in  form  and  combination,  and  is  therefore  no  infringement  of  McCor- 
mick's patent.  Ibid, 
PENNSTLVANIA. 

1.  By  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  before  the  Revolution,  a  pre-emption  right  to 
islands  in  the  Susquehanna  river  could  not  be  obtained  by  settlement 
Fisher  v.  Baldemanf  186. 
8.  The  courts  of  that  State  have  so  decided,  and  this  court  adopts  their  dedfioii* 
Ibid, 
PUAS  AND  PLEADINGS. 

L  b  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a  ferry  boat,  for  personal  lijaries  sns- 
tained  by  the  negligence  of  its  officers,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might 
show  that  he  was  engaged  in  a  particular  business,  and  had  been  inca- 
pacitated ttom  atten£ng  to  it,  as  exhibiting  the  extent  of  the  ii\)Qi7>  uid 
that  it  had  occasioned  expense,  suffering,  and  loss  of  time  which  had 
valne  to  him,  although  the  nature  of  his  occapation  was  not  set  forth  ia 
the  declaration.  Wade  v.  Leroy^  34. 
t.  A  demurrer  only  admits  facts  which  are  well  pleaded.    Commercial  Bank  oj 

Manchester  r,  Buekner^  108. 
8.  Where  the  statute  of  limitations  imposes  a  bar  upon  certain  tpeeiQe  of  eon 
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tracts  after  three  years,  and  upon  others  after  two  years,  and  the  plea  did 
not  show  that  the  contract  in  question  was  of  the  latter  class,  the  plea 
was  bad.     Lyon  v.  Bertram^  150. 

4.  The  laws  of  California  require  that  actions  shall  be  prosecuted  in  the  name 

of  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  that  all  parties  having  an  interest  in  tha 
subject  of  the  action  may  be  joined.  So  that  this  statute  is  complied 
with,  it  is  not  a  fatal  objection  that  the  respectiye  interests  of  parties 
jomUy  concerned  are  not  accurately  set  forth.     Ibid. 

ft.  Where  a  bill  in  chancery  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  enjoining  a  judgment 
at  law,  obtained  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  the  bill  did  not  allege  that 
adequate  relief  could  not  be  had  at  law,  and  did  not  contain  any  charges 
of  fraud ;  neither  did  it  aver  that  it  was  owing  to  the  contrivance  or  un- 
fairness of  the  defendant  that  an  adequate  remedy  could  not  be  had  at 
law,  nor  did  it  show  the  necessity  of  interference  by  a  court  of  equity  to 
obtain  a  discovery,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed.   Uungerford  v.  8iger»on^  156. 

C  la  New  Mexico,  the  htws  of  the  provisional  Government  authorized  an  attach- 
ment against  the  property  of  a  debtor,  in  cases  in  which  a  party  claiming  to 
be  a  creditor,  upon  a  petition  and  affidavit,  charged  that  his  debtor  had 
fraudulently  disposed  of  his  property,  so  as  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud,  his 
creditors,  ^y  the  same  law,  an  issue  was  directed  to  be  tried  upon  the 
petition  and  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff;  upon  which  issue,  if  the  finding 
sustained  the  petition  and  affidavit,  the  plaintiff  was  authorized  to  proceed 
to  the  proof  of  his  debt;  if  the  finding  was  against  the  charge  in  the  peU- 
tion,  the  attachment  was  to  be  dismissed.  These  proceedings  with  refer- 
ence to  the  attachment  are  in  their  nature  proceedings  in  abatement,  and 
are  not  final  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
reviewed  upon  writ  of  error  in  this  court.   Leitenadorfer  v.  WM^  176. 

t«  An  averment,  in  pleading,  that  tiie  Covington  Drawbridge  Company  were 
citizens  of  Indiana,  was  sufficient  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States,  because  the  company  was  incorporated  by  a  public 
statute  of  the  State  which  the  court  was  bound  judicially  to  notice. 
Covington  Drawbridge  Company  v.  Shepherd,  227. 

8.  The  former  decisions  of  this  court  upon  this  subject  examined.    Ibid. 

9  A  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  comes  too  late  after  a  mandate  has  gone  down 

from  this  court  to  the  court  below.  Whyte  v.  Oibbea,  641. 
10.  Where  there  was  a  demurrer  to  some  parts  of  a  replication,  and  a  motion  to 
strike  out  other  parts,  still  leaving  in  the  replication  some  essential  allega> 
tions,  a  judgment  upon  the  demurrer  and  motion  to  strike  out  was  not 
such  a  final  judgment  as  can  be  reviewed  by  this  court  IIok9mb§  t. 
McKunek,  652. 
PBAGTICB. 

1.  A  refusal  of  the  court  below  to  grant  a  new  trial  is  not  a  proper  sabjeel 
for  a  bill  of  exception.     Dotwell  v.  De  La  Lama,  29. 

5.  Exceptions  to  the  master's  report  respecting  rents  and  profits  not  having 

been  taken  in  the  court  below,  they  cannot  be  sustained  in  this  corrt. 
Uttdgins  v.  Kemp,  45. 

8.  The  penalty  of  the  bond  taken,  where  an  iignnction  is  awarded,  is  no  eyi* 
deuce  of  the  amount  or  value  in  dispute.     Broum  v.  Shannon,  55. 

4.  Where  this  court  affirmed  a  decree  of  a  Circuit  Court,  which  was,  that  a 
conveyance  of  property  should  be  executed  upon  the  payment  of  a  sum 
of  money ;  and  the  Circuit  Court  proceeded  to  carry  out  its  decree  br 
issuing  an  attachment  against  the  party  who  refused  to  execute  each 
conveyance,  an  appeal  will  not  tie  to  this  court  fh>m  the  order  dirscing 
the  attachment     MeMieken  t.  Perrin,  133. 

ft.  The  appeal  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs,  on  motion.    Ibid, 

ft.  A  writ  of  error  will  not  lie  from  the  refVisal  of  the  court  below  to  oontinoe  ft 
case.     Thompton  v.  Sdden,  194. 

T  After  a  notice  to  produce  books  and  papers,  there  most  be  a  motion  for  aa 
order  to  produce  them.    1  bid, 

t.  After  a  bill  is  taken  pro-eonfeno  in  the  Circuit  Court,  a  motion  to  allow  as 
answer  to  be  filed  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court ;  and  fh>m 
\  refusal  so  to  do,  an  appeal  does  not  lie  to  this  court.  Ihtm  y.  Bum^  Iftft 
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9.  A  motion  to  dismiss  the  compUinants'  bill,  upon  the  ground  that  he  ha4 
parted  with  his  interest,  was  properly  oTerruled,  because  sucu  assign- 
ment  was  not  made  until  after  the  time  when  the  computation  of  pro^t9 
ended.   J  bid. 

10.  Although  an  irregularity  in  the  citation  may  be  cured  by  an  appearance  in 

court,  yet  a  defect  in  the  writ  of  error,  (such  as  not  naming  a  return  day 
for  the  writ,^  or  an  omission  to  file  a  transcript  of  the  record  at  the  term 
next  Bucceeaing  the  issuing  of  the  writ  or  the  taking  of  the  appeal,  ar» 
fatal  errors,  and  the  case  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 
Carroll  y.  Dortey,  204. 

11.  The  defect  of  an  irregular  citation  (being  signed  by  the  clerk  of  the  court 

and  not  by  the  judge  who  allowed  the  writ  of  error)  is  cured  by  an  ap- 
pearance in  this  court;  so  that  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ,  when  made- 
at  the  term  succeeding  that  at  which  the  appearance  was  entered,  comes 
too  late.     Chaffee  v.  Hayward,  208. 

12.  No  one  can  bring  up,  as  plaintiflf  in  a  writ  of  error,  the  judgment  of  aa 

inferior  court  to  a  superior  one,  unless  he  was  a  party  to  the  judgment 
in  the  court  below;  nor  can  any  one  be  made  a  defendant  in  the  writ  of 
error  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  judgment  in  the  inferior  court.  Payn^ 
V.  JVf&f,  219. 

13.  Therefore,  where  there  was  a  judgment  in  the  court  below,  and  certain 

persons  interrened,  whose  petition  for  interrention  was  dismissed,  thcj 
haye  no  right  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  error  from  the  judgment  to  whicli 
they  were  not  parties;  nor  was  any  process,  upon  their  interventioni 
served  upon  the  original  defendant.     Ibid, 

14.  Where  the  judge  files  the  statement  of  facts  after  the  trial,  nunc  pro  <um,  it 

is  reasonable  to  presume  that  he  had  been  requested  to  do  so  at  the  triaU 
MeOavoek  y.  WoodUef,  221. 

16.  The  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Alabama,  by  a  general  rul<i^ 
adopted  the  practice  of  the  State  courts,  which  is  regulated  by  a  stat- 
ute providing  that  no  bill  of  exceptions  can  be  signed  after  the  adjouri- 
ment  of  the  court,  unless  with  the  consent  of  counsel,  kc.  l/niled  Slates 
y.  BreitUng^  252. 

16,  But  where  a  judge  holding  the  Circuit  Court  in  Alabama  signed  a  bill  of  e^- 
eeptions  under  special  circumstances,  after  adjournment,  and  without  tke 
consent  of  counsel,  this  court  will  consider  the  exception  as  properly 
before  it.  It  is  in  the  power  of  a  court  to  suspend  its  own  rules,  or  except 
a  particular  case  from  them,  to  subserve  the  purposes  of  justice.    Ibidm 

lY.  And  the  signature  of  the  judge  was  attached  to  the  bill,  in  conformity  with 
the  decisions  of  this  court.    Ibid, 

18.  The  exception  brings  up  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury,  but  not  the 

admission  of  evidence  which  was  objected  to  on  the  trial,  but  to  the  ad- 
mission of  which  no  exception  was  noted.    Ibid. 

19.  The  charge  of  the  court,  being  founded  on  a  h}'pothetical  state  of  thcts  of 

which  there  was  no  evidence,  was  erroneous.   Ibid. 

SO.  Where  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  sitting  in  admiralty,  was  affirmed 
here  by  a  divided  court,  interest  was  not  to  be  calculated  upon  the  judg- 
ment    Hemmenway  v.  Fiaher,  265. 

il.  The  eighteenth  rule  of  the  court  never  applied  to  cases  in  admiralty 
which  are  brought  up  by  appeal,  and  the  rule  itself  is  repealed  by  the 
sixty-second  rule.     Ibid, 

tS.  As  the  act  of  Congress  passed  on  the  3d  of  March,  1851,  does  not  specify  the 
time  within  which  an  appeal  must  be  made  to  this  court  from  the  District 
Courts  of  California,  the  subject  must  be  regulated  by  the  general  law 
respecting  writs  of  error  and  appeals.  Either  party  is  at  liberty,  there- 
fore, to  appeal  Arom  such  a  decree  within  five  years  from  the  time  of  it» 
rendition.     United  Statea  v.  PaeheeOf  261. 

tt.  Under  the  sixty-third  rule  of  this  court,  an  appellee  in  a  case  from  California 
may  docket  and  dismiss  according  to  that  rule;  but  a  new  appeal  may 
be  taken  at  any  time  within  five  years,  or  it  may  be  that  the  record  may 
be  l!!ed  by  the  appellant  at  the  same  term  at  which  a  certificate  or  record 
luul  been  filed  by  the  appellee,  and  the  case  dismissed.    Ibid. 
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24.  Alter  a  case  has  been  thus  docketed  and  dismissed  at  the  instaaoe  of  tm 
appellee  who  is  a  claimant  of  land,  if  a  patent  should  be  taken  out,  it  will 
still  be  subject  to  be  reviewed  by  this  court  at  anjr  time  within  the  £▼• 
years  above  mentioned.   IbitL 

36.  Where  an  appeal  from  a  decree  is  taken  within  ten  days  from  the  rendition 
of  the  decree,  it  is  in  time  to  operate  as  a  supersedeas ;  and  so,  also,  if  taken 
within  ten  days  after  the  decree  is  settled  and  signed.  SUsby  r.  FooU^  290. 

26.  A  decision  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  being  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 

court,  is  no  ground  for  a  writ  of  error.     Warner  r.  Norton^  448. 

27.  Exceptions  must  be  taken  or  the  points  reserved  whilst  the  Joiy  are  at  the  bar 

Barton  v.  Farayik^  632. 

28.  An  objection,  that  the  executors  of  the  assignee  had  distributed  a  portion 

of  the  money  in  the  regular  course  of  Administration,  should  have  been 
made  when  the  cause  was  before  this  court  upon  its  merits.  After  a 
mandate  has  gone  down,  and  the  cause  came  before  the  Circuit  Court 
for  a  settlement  of  accounts,  the  objection  comes  too  late.  WUUamt  ▼. 
OibbeM^  635. 

19.  No  objection  can  be  made  to  the  Circuit  Court  allowing  a  supplemental 
answer  to  be  filed  when  the  mandate  went  down.  It  was  like  a  petition 
to  bring  before  the  court  the  facts,  which  were  proper  to  be  known 
before  instructions  were  given  to  the  master  as  to  the  mode  of  settling 
the  accounts.    Ibid. 

30.  An  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  quash  an  execution,  is  not  such  a  judg- 
ment as  can  be  reviewed  in  this  court  by  a  writ  of  error.  McCargo  v. 
Chapman^  555. 

81.  Where  there  was  on  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  set  aside  a  judgment  upon 

payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  costs  which  had  accrued  up  to  Uiai 
time,  the  plaintiffs'  counsel,  by  not  insisting  upon  the  payment  of  such 
costs,  thereby  impliedly  waived  the  condition  upon  which  the  judgment 
was  to  be  vacated,  and  cannot  proceed  upon  the  judgment  as  being  still 
in  force.     Ransom  v.  New  York,  681. 

82.  Other  circumstances  lead  to  the  opinion  that  it  was  the  understanding  of 

both  sides  that  the  judgment  should  be  vacated.    Ibid, 

83.  This  court  therefore  overrule  a  motion  for  a  mandamus  directing  the  court 

below  to  set  aside  the  order  vacating  the  judgment,  or  for  a  nSe  to  ihow 
cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue.    Ibid. 
SPECIAL  VERDICT. 

L  Every  special  verdict,  in  order  to  enable  the  appellate  court  to  act  upon  it^ 
must  find  the  facts  on  which  the  court  is  to  pronounce  the  Judgment 
according  to  law,  and  not  merely  state  the  evidence  of  fitcts.  In  thii 
manner  it  becomes  a  part  of  the  record.    Suydam  v.  Williamaonj  428. 

2.  Where  there  is  no  dispute  in  regard  to  the  feurts,  and  consequently  no  neces- 
sity for  any  ruling  of  the  court  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evidence,  the  CMO 
may  be  brought  before  an  appellate  court  by  a  special  verdict  or  an  agreed 
statement  of  facts.    Ibid, 

8.  But  in  such  a  case,  the  previous  rulings  of  the  court  upon  questions  of  orl* 
deuce  do  not  come  before  the  appellate  court,  unless  brought  np  by  a  bill 
of  exceptions.    1  bid, 

4.  A  special  verdict  requires  the  presence  and  assent  of  the  court,  and  a  bIB  of 
exceptions  must  always  be  signed  and  sealed  by  the  judge.    Ibid, 
miLTR  COURTS— JUDGMENTS  OP. 

1.  The  courts  of  Pennsylvania  have  decided  that  a  pre-emption  right  to  Islandf 
in  the  Susquehanna  river  could  not  be  obtained  by  settlement  before  tho 
Revolution,  and  this  court  adopts  their  decision.  Fisher  v.  Haldeman^  188. 

1.  Where  there  were  proceedings  in  a  State  court  between  a  bank,  one  of  it! 
creditors,  and  one  of  its  debtors,  and  the  bank  having  failed,  assigned  its 
assets  to  trustees,  who  intervened  in  the  dispute  between  the  other  two 
parties,  the  judgment  of  the  State  court  against  the  interveners  mnai  bo 
considered  final,  and  a  bill  filed  by  them  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  tho 
United  States  must  be  dismissed.    Ingraham  t.  Dawson,  486. 

8.  If  there  were  irregularities  in  the  proceedings  of  the  State  court,  it  was  for  tkti* 
eoort  to  correct  them,  had  complaint  been  made  at  the  proper  tlmo.  JtU 
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I  TARIFF. 

I  1.  Bj  the  eighth  section  of  the  act  of  Congrees  passed  on  the  30th  of  Jvlj, 

1846,  (9  Stat,  at  L.,  42,  43,)  it  is  declared  that  if  the  appraised  TalM 
1  of  imports  which  have  actually  been  purchased  shall  exceed  by  ten  pet 

centum  or  more  the  yalne  declared  on  the  entiy,  then,  in  addition  to  the 
duties  imposed  by  law  on  the  same,  there  shaU  be  leyiod,  collected,  and 
paid,  a  duty  of  twenty  per  centum  ad  valorem  on  such  appraised  wn^ 
Sampton  r.  FeatUej  671. 
9.  The  true  construction  of  this  section  is,  that  the  additional  duty  of  twenty 
per  centum  is  to  be  levied  only  upon  the  appraised  Talue,  and  not  upon 
charges  and  commissions  added  to  it    Ibid. 
8.  The  day  of  the  sailing  of  a  vessel  from  a  foreign  port  is  the  tme  period  of 
exportation  of  goods.    The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  so  directed  it  to  l>e 
done,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do  by  law;  and  this  court  concurs  with  hlxn 
in  this,  as  being  a  correct  exposition  of  the  statute.    Ibid, 
4.  Where  an  importation  was  alleged  to  be  an  unit,  but  divided  into  two  In. 
voices  for  the  sake  of  convenience,  and  entered  of  different  values,  each 
invoice  must  stand  upon  its  own  footing;  and  the  whole  cannot  be  aveiw 
aged,  so  as  to  avoid  the  additional  duty  which  is  levied  upon  one  invoice 
taken  by  itself.      Ibid, 
6.  Where   an  examination  made  by  the  merchant  appraiser  was  such  aa  ig 
usually  made  in  buying  and  selling  hemp  in  bales,  and  was  satisfactory 
to  the  merchant  appraiser,  it  was  not  open  to  the  importer  to  show  thai 
he  adopted  a  mode  of  examination  insufficient  to  detect  fraudulent  pack- 
ing or  diversities  in  the  qualities  of  the  different  parts  of  the  importa- 
tion.   Ibid. 
TBKDERS— LEGAL. 

1.  A  tender  of  the  purchase-money  of  land  held  sufficient,  although  not  predsdj 
within  the  time  nor  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.    Seeombg  t. 
8UeUj94. 
TEXAS. 

J.  Wnere  a  person  was  born  at  Goliad,  then  in  the  State  of  Coahnila  and 
Texas,  being  a  part  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  which  place  was  also  tha 
domicil  of  her  father  and  mother  until  their  deaths,  and  was  removed  at 
the  age  of  four  years,  before  the  declaration  of  Texan  independence,  t« 
Hatamoras,  in  Mexico,  this  person  is  an  alien,  and  can  sue  in  the  coarta 
of  the  United  States.  Jonea  v.  MeMaateriy  8. 
S  Her  allegiance  remained  unchanged,  unless  by  her  election,  which  it  was 

incumbent  on  the  opposite  party  to  show.  Ibid. 
i.  According  to  general  principles,  mere  alienage  did  not  forfeit  a  title  to  land 
in  Texas;  and  although  the  Constitution  of  Texas  provided  that  no  alien 
ihould  hold  land  in  Texas,  except  by  title  emanaUng  directly  from  tha 
Government  of  that  Republic,  yet  it  was  afterwards  declared  that  the 
Legislature  should,  by  law,  provide  a  method  for  determining  what  landi 
may  have  been  forfeited  or  escheated.    Ibid. 
4i  In  the  absence  of  such  a  legislative  provision,  a  title  emanating  firom  tha 
Government  of  Mexico,  anterior  to  Texan  independence,  li  not  forfeitad. 
Ibid. 
B.  In  a  court  of  law,  where  a  grant  from  the  Government  is  in  regolar  fonn. 
It  is  not  proper  to  inquire  into  the  voidability  of  the  grant  from  eqoitablt 
considerations.   Ibid. 
d.  By  the  laws  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  no  action  would  lie  on  a  foreign 
Judgment,  and  all  actions  of  debt  were  prescribed  in  four  yean,    ilaeon 
Y.  ffoward,  22. 
t.  When  about  to  form  a  Constitution,  for  the  purpose  of  becoming  a  State 
of  the  Union,  the  Legislature  passed  a  law  permitting  suits  to  be  bronghi 
on  foreign  Judgments,  but  limiting  them  to  sixty  days  when  the  Judgment 
was  of  four  years  standing  and  upward.  Ibid. 
•  Tha  plaintifft'  bill  attempted  to  avoid  the  eflbct  of  the  last  limitation  as  to 
their  Jndgment,  which  was  more  than  four  years  old,  on  the  ground 
tiiai  laey  lived  more  than  two  thousand  miles  distant,  and  could  nol 
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know  of  the  passage  of  the  last  act  within  time  to  prosecute  their  aetioA* 
Jbid, 
9i  Helcl,  in&t  the  last-meutioQed  statute  conferred  a  favor,  and  was  not  retro- 
spective; and  that  plaintiff's  action  was  barred,  whether  he  knew  of  th» 
act  or  not.    Ibid, 

.   Id.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  not  restrain  the  right  of  each  Stat*-' 
to  legishite  as  to  the  remedy  on  suits  on  judgments  in  other  States.  JbuL 

11.  Under  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  Texas,  a  survey  made  of  land  beyond  the 

limits  of  the  surveyor's  district,  although  invalid  at  the  time,  is  rea^ 
dered  good  by  the  subsequent  approval  of  the  proper  county  sorreyor. 
This  court  adopts  the  rule.    Dotwell  v.  De  La  Lanaa^  29. 

12.  Where  patents  for  land  in  Texas  were  erroneously  issued,  it  was  proper  t^ 

cancel  them.  Ibid. 
18.  In  the  present  case,  the  land  granted  in  Texas  was  alleged  to  be  within 
the  §mpr€8arw  contract  of  De  Leon.  After  proof  that  many  of  the  docu- 
ments upon  the  subject  were  destroyed  in  the  revolution,  the  court  left 
it  to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  land  was  thus  situated.  This- 
ruling  was  correct     While  v.  Bumley^  236. 

14.  The  fact  that  the  surveyor  included  more  land  than  was  called  for,  does  not 

avoid  the  grant.  Whatever  the  State  might  do  to  annul  it,  third  parties 
have  no  right  to  consider  it  void.  Ibid. 

1ft.  A  grantee  having  been  compelled  to  leave  Texas,  there  was  no  evidence- 
of  his  voluntary  and  final  abandonment  of  the  country.  As  there  waa 
no  evidence,  the  jury  could  not  express  an  opinion  upon  the  subject.  Ibid^ 

IC  Kor  was  there  any  evidence  which  would  justify  the  court  in  leaving  it. 
to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  or  not  this  grantee  was  an  alien  enemy 
when  he  made  a  conveyance,  he  being  then  a  resident  of  Louisiana. 
The  mere  fact  of  his  being  a  Spaniard  was  not  sufficient  for  an  inference- 
that  he  was  an  enemy  of  Texas.  The  averment  in  the  deed  that  he  was 
a  citizen  of  Mexico  was  not  sufficient.    Ibid. 

1T»  Where  a  deed  of  land  in  Texas  was  executed  in  Louisiana,  and  recorded  in  a 
notary's  books,  a  copy  of  it  which  had  been  compared  with  the  original 
by  a  witness  who  was  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  the  notary 
(being  dead)  and  the  subscribing  witness,  was  properly  admitted  in 
evidence.     It  was  also  admitted  as  a  record  of  another  State.    Ibid. 

18.  In  order  that  the  statute  of  limitations  shall  begin  to  run,  the  defendant, 
claiming  under  a  younger  title  to  land  which  conflicts  in  part  with  an 
elder  title,  should  have  been  in  actual  possession  of  the  part  which  waa 
overlapped  by  the  elder  title.     Ibid, 

!••  The  judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Texas  had  power  to 
orider  the  record  of  a  suit  in  which  he  was  interested  to  be  transmitted 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Louisiana,  spencer  v.  Ihi^mU^, 
264. 

50.  A  plea  in  abatement,  filed  in  connection  with  pleas  in  bar,  was  irregular; 

and  the  refusal  of  the '  court  below  to  allow  the  plea  to  be  filled  is  not 
subject  to  the  review  of  this  court.  Ibid. 
tl.  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  eleven  leagues  of  land  in  Texas,  issued  be- 
fore the  revolution,  and  subsequently  located  within  the  colonizing  grant 
of  Austin  and  Williams,  with  their  consent,  and  certified  by  the  Secre* 
tary  of  State,  was  good  without  the  signature  of  the  Governor.    Ibid, 

51.  So  fkr  as  the  land  was  within  the  colonizing  g^ant  of  Robertson,  his  con* 

sent  was  not  necessary,  the  term  of  his  g^nt  having  expired.    Ibid, 

15.  Where  no  organization  of  a  colonial  grant  had  taken  place  by  the  introduce 

tion  of  settlers,  the  land  not  occupied  was  open  for  public  sale,  with  the 

consent  of  the  empresario,  and  the  alcalde  was  a  proper  person  to  put  the 

purchaser  in  possession.     Ibid, 
M>  That  the  survey  was  made  before  the  order  of  survey  was  directed  to  the 

surveyor,  was  not  fatal  to  the  grant.    Any  preliminary  defects  were  cured 

by  the  patent.    The  fairness  of  the  grant  cannot  be  investigatea  at  law, 

at  the  instance  of  a  third  party.    Ibid, 
18.  A  power  of  attorney,  authenticated  before  a  regidor,  proved  by  the  hand 

writing  of  the  regidor  and  the  assisting  witnesses,  held  sufficient  /Mi 
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WASHINGTON— CORPORATION  OF. 

1.  The  power  gnuited  by  Congress  to  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Washing- 

ton, "  to  open  and  keep  in  repair  streets,  avennes,  lanes,  alleys,  &c.,  agree- 
ably to  the  plan  of  the  city,"  includes  the  power  to  alter  the  grade  or 
change  the  level  of  the  land  on  which  the  streets  by  the  plan  of  the  city 
are  laid  out.    Smith  t.  Corporation  of  Washington^  135. 

2.  If,  in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  an  individual  proprietor  suffers  inconvenience 

or  is  put  to  expense,  the  corporation  are  not  liable  in  damages.  Ihid, 
WATROUS-^UDGB. 

1.  A  rule  laid  upon  the  district  judge  of  the  State  of  Texas,  to  show  cause 

why  a  mandamus  should  not  be  issued  for  him  to  allow  an  appeal  in 

a  certain  case;  but  upon  an  examination  of  the  case,  the  mandamus 

reflised.    JfiMima  v.  Cavazot.  280. 
WRIT  OP  ERROR. 

1.  Although  an  irregularity  in  the  citation  may  be  cured  by  an  appearance  a 

court,  yet  a  defect  in  the  writ  of  error,  (such  as  not  naming  a  return  day 
for  the  writ,)  or  an  omission  to  file  a  transcript  of  the  record  at  the  term 
next  succeeoing  the  issuing  of  the  writ  or  the  taking  of  the  appeal,  are 
fatal  errors,  and  the  case  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
Carroll  v.  Dortty^  204. 

2.  No  one  can  bring  up,  as  plaintiff  in  a  writ  of  error,  the  judgment  of  an 

inferior  court  to  a  superior  one,  unless  he  was  a  party  to  the  jud^poent 
in  the  court  below;  nor  can  any  one  be  made  a  defendant  in  the  writ  of 
error  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  judgment  in  the  inferior  court.  Paynt 
V.  NiUt,  219. 

3.  Therefore,  where  there  was  a  judgment  in  the  court  below,  and  certain 

persons  intervened,  whose  petition  for  intervention  was  dismissed,  thev 
have  no  right  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  error  from  the  judgment  to  which 
they  were  not  parties;  nor  was  any  process,  upon  their  intervention, 
served  upon  the  original  defendant.    1  bid. 

4.  Rulings  of  the  court  below,  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evidence,  can  be 

brought  to  this  court  for  revision  only  by  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Suydam 
V,  WUUanuony  427. 

6.  Every  special  verdict,  in  order  to  enable  the  appellate  court  to  act  upon  it, 
must  find  the  facts  on  which  the  court  is  to  pronounce  the  judgment 
according  to  law,  and  not  merely  state  the  evidence  of  facts.  &  this 
manner  it  becomes  a  part  of  the  record.     Ibid, 

6.  Where  there  is  a  bill  of  exceptions,  the  writ  of  error  does  not  operate  only 
upon  that  part  of  the  record.  Wherever  an  error  is  apparent  on  the 
record,  it  is  open  to  revision,  whether  it  be  made  to  appear  by  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  or  in  any  other  mann'».r.   Ibid. 

T.  Where  there  is  no  dispute  in  regard  to  the  facts,  and  consequently  do  neees- 
sity  for  any  ruling  of  the  court  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evidence,  the 
case  may  be  brought  before  an  appellate  court  by  a  special  verdict  or  an 
agreed  statement  of  facts.    Ibid. 

••  Bat  in  such  a  case,  the  previous  rulings  of  the  court  upon  questions  of  evi- 
dence do  not  come  before  the  appeUate  court,  unless  brought  up  by  a  bill 
of  exceptions.    Ibid, 

9,  A  biU  of  exceptions  may  include  in  its  scope  the  rulings  of  the  eourt  as  to 
thA  admissibility  of  evidence,  which  a  demnrrer  to  evidence  eaonoi  do. 
IHd. 
10.  A  demon  er  to  evidence  makes  the  evidence  a  part  of  the  record.     J  Hi. 
11  So  where  over  of  any  instrument  is  prayed,  or  there  is  a  demurrer  to  mdj 
part  of  the  pleadings.  Ibid. 

IX  A  writ  of  error  operates  only  npon  the  record,  and  brings  it  into  this  court. 
/ML 

13.  Therefore,  where  a  paper  was  filed  in  the  court  below  after  the  writ  of 
error  was  issued,  which  paper,  purporting  to  rx>ntain  all  the  erldeoce, 
both  admitted  and  r^ected,  was  signed  by  the  judge  and  certified  to  be 
eonrect  by  the  counsel  of  the  appellee,  and  ooncluded  as  follows:  ^A 
verdict  was  then,  by  direction  of  the  court,  Uken  for  the  plalntlA  fiv  tbo 
VOL.  XX.  41 
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premises  claimed,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  qaefUoofl 
of  law,  with  liberty  to  turn  this  cose  into  a  special  veMict  or  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions/' this  paper  cannot  be  considered  a  part  of  the  record.    IlntL 

14.  A  special  verdict  requires  the  presence  and  assent  of  the  court,  and  a  bill 
of  exceptions  must  always  be  signed  and  sealed  bj  the  judge.    IbuL 

16.  In  this  case,  the  paper  is  merely  a  report  of  the  judge  who  presided  at  the 
trial,  and  as  such  must  be  disregarded  by  this  court.    Ibid, 

16  Under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  where  the  jurisdiction 

of  this  court  is  not  shown  upon  the  record,  the  writ  of  error  must  b« 
dismissed ;  but  under  the  twenty-second  section,  if  no  error  appears  upon 
the  record,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed.    Ibid. 

17  This  court  again  decides,  that  after  a  case  has  been  brought  here  and  de- 

cided, and  a  mandate  issued  to  the  court  below,  if  a  second  writ  of  error 
is  sued  out,  it  brings  up  for  rerision  nothing  but  the  proceedings  sub- 
sequent to  the  mandate.    RoberU  ▼.  Coopetf  467. 
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34.  After  a  case  has  been  thus  docketed  and  dismissed  at  the  instaDoe  «f  mm, 
appellee  who  is  a  claimant  of  land,  if  a  patent  should  be  taken  oat,  it  will 
still  be  subject  to  be  reviewed  bj  this  court  at  anj  time  within  the  fiv» 
jears  above  mentioned.  Ibid. 

36.  Where  an  appeal  from  a  decree  is  taken  within  ten  days  from  the  renditioB 
of  the  decree,  it  is  in  time  to  operate  as  a  supersedeas;  and  so,  also,  if  takeo 
within  ten  dajs  after  the  decree  is  settled  and  signed.  SiUby  y.  lifoU^  290* 

S6.  A  decision  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  being  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  is  no  ground  for  a  writ  of  error.     Warner  ▼.  Ncrion^  448. 

ST.  Bzceptions  must  be  taken  or  the  points  reserved  whilst  the  juiy  are  at  the  bar 
Barton  v.  Fortyth^  532. 

S8.  An  objection,  that  the  executors  of  the  assignee  had  distributed  a  portion 
of  the  monej  in  the  regular  course  of  Administration,  should  have  been 
made  when  the  cause  was  before  this  court  upon  its  merits.  After  a 
mandate  has  gone  down,  and  the  cause  came  before  the  Circuit  Court 
for  a  settlement  of  accounts,  the  objection  comes  too  late.  WUtkum  v. 
Gibbet,  535. 

19.  No  objection  can  be  made  to  the  Circuit  Court  allowing  a  supplemental 
answer  to  be  filed  when  the  mandate  went  down.  It  was  like  a  petition 
to  bring  before  the  court  the  facts,  which  were  proper  to  be  known 
before  instructions  were  given  to  the  master  as  to  the  mode  of  settling 
the  accounts.    Ibid. 

30.  An  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  quash  an  execution,  is  not  such  a  judg- 
ment as  can  be  reviewed  in  this  court  bj  a  writ  of  error.  MeCargo  r. 
Chapman^  555. 

81.  Where  there  was  an  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  to  set  aside  a  judgment  upon 

payment  by  the  defendant  of  the  costs  which  had  accrued  up  to  that 
time,  the  plaintiffs'  counsel,  bj  not  insisting  upon  the  payment  of  such 
costs,  thereby  impliedly  waived  the  condition  upon  which  the  judgment 
was  to  be  vacated,  and  cannot  proceed  upon  the  judgment  as  being  still 
in  force.    Ranaom  v.  New  York,  581. 

82.  Other  circumstances  lead  to  the  opinion  that  it  was  the  understanding  of 

both  sides  that  the  judgment  should  be  vacated.    Ibid. 

83.  This  court  therefore  overrule  a  motion  for  a  mandamus  directing  the  ooiirt 

below  to  set  aside  the  order  vacating  the  judgment,  or  for  a  nSe  to  show 
cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue.    Ibid. 
SPECIAL  VERDICT. 

1.  Every  special  verdict,  in  order  to  enable  the  appellate  court  to  act  upon  it, 
must  find  the  facts  on  which  the  court  is  to  pronounce  the  judgment 
according  to  law,  and  not  merely  state  the  evidence  of  fi&cts.  In  thU 
manner  it  becomes  a  part  of  the  record.    Suydam  v.  WUUaauon^  429. 

1.  Where  there  is  no  dispute  in  regard  to  the  &cts,  and  consequently  no  neces- 
sity for  any  ruling  of  the  court  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evidence,  the  gmo 
may  be  brought  before  an  appellate  court  by  a  special  verdict  or  an  agreed 
statement  of  facts.    Ibid. 

8.  But  in  such  a  cose,  the  previous  rulings  of  the  court  upon  questions  of  ovi- 
deuce  do  not  come  before  the  appellate  court,  unless  brought  up  by  a  bOl 
of  exceptions.    1  bid, 

4.  A  special  verdict  requires  the  presence  and  assent  of  the  court,  and  a  biB  of 
exceptions  must  always  be  signed  and  sealed  by  the  judge.    Ibid, 
BTATE  COURTS-JUDGMENTS  OF. 

1.  The  courts  of  Pennsylvania  have  decided  that  a  pre-emption  right  to  islsads 
in  the  Susquehanna  river  could  not  be  obtained  by  settlement  before  tbo 
Revolution,  and  this  court  adopts  their  decision.  Fisher  v.  Haideman^  188. 

8.  Where  there  were  proceedings  in  a  State  court  between  a  bank,  one  of  iti 
creditors,  and  one  of  its  debtors,  and  the  bank  having  failed,  assigned  iti 
assets  to  trustees,  who  intervened  in  the  dispute  between  the  other  two 
parties,  the  judgment  of  the  State  court  against  the  interveners  muiC  bo 
eonsidered  final,  and  a  bill  filed  by  them  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  tho 
United  States  must  be  dismissed.    Inffraham  v.  Dawson,  486. 

8.  If  there  were  irregularities  in  the  proceedings  of  the  State  court,  it  wot  fbr  tki^ 
eourt  to  correct  them,  had  complaint  been  made  at  Uie  proper  Uaim.  IM 
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A  See  COMSTBUOTION. 

B  TARIFF. 

ii  1.  By  the  eighth  section  of  the  act  of  CoDgress  paued  on  the  30tb  of  Julji 

1846,  (9  Stat,  at  L.,  42,  43,)  it  is  declared  that  if  the  appraised  TaliM 

h  of  imports  which  have  actually  heen  purchased  shall  exceed  by  ten  pet 

I  centum  or  more  the  value  declared  on  the  entry,  then,  in  addition  to  Ui« 

)  duties  imposed  by  law  on  the  same,  there  shall  be  levied,  collected,  and 

^  P^id,  a  duty  of  twenty  per  centum  ad  valorem  on  such  appraised  valne. 

Sampson  v.  FeatUe,  571. 

I  S.  The  true  construction  of  this  section  is,  that  the  additional  duty  of  twenty 

per  centum  is  to  be  levied  only  upon  the  appraised  value,  and  not  upon 

J  charge  and  commissions  added  to  it    Ibid. 

^  3.  The  day  of  the  sailing  of  a  vessel  from  a  foreign  port  is  the  tme  period  of 

exportation  of  goods.    The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  so  directed  it  to  be 

^  done,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do  by  law;  and  this  court  concurs  with  him 

in  this,  as  being  a  correct  exposition  of  the  statute.    Ibid. 

4.  Where  an  importation  was  alleged  to  be  an  unit,  but  divided  into  two  in* 

voices  for  the  sake  of  convenience,  and  entered  of  different  values,  each 

invoice  must  stand  upon  its  own  footing;  and  the  whole  cannot  be  aver- 

'  Aged,  so  as  to  avoid  the  additional  duty  which  is  levied  upon  one  invoice 

taken  by  itself.      Ibid. 

-  6.  Where   an  examination  made  by  the  merchant  appraiser  was  such  as  is 

usually  made  in  buying  and  selling  hemp  in  bales,  and  was  satisfactory 
to  the  merchant  appraiser,  it  was  not  open  to  the  importot  to  show  UuU 
he  adopted  a  mode  of  examination  insuflScient  to  detect  fraudulent  pack- 
ing or  diversities  in  the  qualities  of  the  different  parts  of  the  importa- 
tion. Ibid. 
TENDERS— LEGAL. 

1.  A  tender  of  the  purchase-money  of  land  held  sufficient,  although  not  precisely 
within  the  time  nor  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.    Seeomb^  r. 
SteeUj  94. 
TEXAS. 

1.  Wnere  a  person  was  born  at  Qoliad,  then  in  the  State  of  Coahoila  and 
Texas,  being  a  part  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  which  place  was  also  the 
domicil  of  her  father  and  mother  until  their  deaths,  and  was  removed  at 
the  age  of  four  years,  before  the  declaration  of  Texan  independence,  t« 
Matamoras,  in  Mexico,  this  person  is  an  alien,  and  can  sue  in  the  coartf 
of  the  United  States.  Jonet  v.  MeMaaterty  8. 
1  fler  allegiance  remained  unchanged,  unless  by  her  election,  which  it  was 

incumbent  on  the  opposite  party  to  show.  Ibid, 
t.  According  to  general  principles,  mere  alienage  did  not  forfeit  a  title  to  land 
in  Texas;  and  although  the  Constitution  of  Texas  provided  that  no  alien 
■hould  hold  land  in  Texas,  except  by  title  emanating  directly  from  tha 
Government  of  that  Republic,  yet  it  was  afterwards  declared  that  tha 
Legislature  should,  by  law,  provide  a  method  for  determining  what  Uuida 
may  have  been  forfeited  or  escheated.    Ibid, 

4.  In  the  absence  of  such  a  legislative  provision,  a  title  emanating  from  tha 

Government  of  Mexico,  anterior  to  Texan  independence,  if  not  forfeited. 
Ibid. 

5.  In  a  court  of  law,  where  a  grant  from  the  Government  is  in  regular  fonSi 

it  is  not  proper  to  inquire  into  the  voidability  of  the  grant  from  eqnitabla 

considerations.   Ibid. 
t*  Bj  the  laws  of  the  Republic  of  Texas,  no  action  would  lie  on  a  foreiga 

judgment,  and  all  actions  of  debt  were  prescribed  in  four  yean.    Saeom 

T.  Howard^  22. 
I.  When  about  to  form  a  ConsUtution,  for  the  purpose  of  becoming  a  State 

of  the  Union,  the  Legislature  passed  a  law  permitting  suits  to  be  brought 

on  foreign  Judgments,  but  limiting  them  to  sixty  days  when  the  Jadgmcnl 

was  of  four  years  standing  and  upward.  Ibid. 
•  Tha  plaintifb'  bill  attempted  to  avoid  the  effect  of  the  last  limitation  as  to 

their  Judgment,  which  was  more  than  four  years  old,  on  the  groond 

liMt  they  Uved  more  than  two  thousand  miles  distant,  and  could  aol 
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know  of  the  passage  of  the  last  act  within  time  to  proseeate  their  i 
Jbid, 

9l  Held,  unit  the  last-meutioaed  statute  conferred  a  favor,  and  was  not  retro- 
spective; and  that  plaintiff's  action  was  harred,  whether  he  knew  of  tb* 
act  or  not.    Ibid. 
.   10.  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  not  restrain  the  right  of  each  Stata-' 
to  legisUite  as  to  the  remedy  on  suits  on  judgments  in  other  States.  7 ML 

11.  Under  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  Texas,  a  survey  made  of  land  beyond  th« 
limits  of  the  surveyor's  district,  although  invalid  at  the  time,  is  ren- 
dered good  by  the  subsequent  approval  of  the  proper  county  sarrqpor. 
This  court  adopts  the  rule.    BowM  v.  De  La  Lania^  29. 

IS.  Where  patents  for  land  in  Texas  were  erroneously  issued,  it  was  proper  ta 
cancel  them.    Ibid, 

19.  In  the  present  case,  the  land  granted  in  Texas  was  alleged  to  be  within 
the  umpruofio  contract  of  De  Leon.  After  proof  that  many  of  the  docu- 
ments upon  the  subject  were  destroyed  in  the  revolution,  the  court  left 
it  to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  land  was  thus  situated.  This- 
ruling  was  correct.     White  ▼.  Burnley^  235. 

14.  The  fact  that  the  surveyor  included  more  land  than  was  called  for,  does  not 

avoid  the  grant.     Whatever  the  State  might  do  to  annul  it,  third  parties 
have  no  right  to  consider  it  void.  Ibid, 

15.  A  grantee  having  been  compelled  to  leave  Texas,  there  was  no  evidence 

of  his  voluntary  and  final  abandonment  of  the  country.    As  there  wa» 
no  evidence,  the  jury  could  not  express  an  opinion  upon  the  subject.  iMdL 

It.  Nor  was  there  any  evidence  which  would  justify  the  court  in  leaving  it 
to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  or  not  this  grantee  was  an  alien  enemy 
when  he  made  a  conveyance,  he  being  then  a  resident  of  Liouisiana. 
The  mere  fact  of  his  being  a  Spaniard  was  not  sufficient  for  an  inference- 
that  he  was  an  enemy  of  Texas.  The  averment  in  the  deed  that  he  was 
a  citizen  of  Mexico  was  not  sufficient.    Ibid. 

IT*  Where  a  deed  of  land  in  Texas  was  executed  in  Louisiana,  and  recorded  in  n 
notary's  books,  a  copy  of  it  which  had  been  compared  with  the  original 
by  a  witness  who  was  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  the  notary 
(boing  dead)  and  the  subscribing  witness,  was  properly  admitted  in 
evidence.     It  was  also  admitted  as  a  record  of  another  State.    Ibid. 

18.  In  order  that  the  statute  of  limitations  shall  begin  to  run,  the  defendant, 
claiming  under  a  younger  title  to  land  which  conflicts  in  part  with  an 
elder  title,  should  have  been  in  actual  possession  of  the  part  which  was- 
overlapped  by  tho  elder  title.    Ibid. 

10.  The  judge  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Texas  had  power  %> 
order  the  record  of  a  suit  in  which  he  was  interested  to  be  transmitted 
to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Louisiana.  Spmcer  t.  Lt^^tUif^ 
264. 

to.  A  plea  in  abatement,  filed  in  connection  with  pleas  in  bar,  was  irregular; 
and  the  refusal  of  the '  court  below  to  allow  the  plea  to  be  filed  is  not 
subject  to  the  review  of  this  court   Ibid. 

tl*  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  eleven  leagues  of  land  in  Texas,  issued  be- 
fore the  revolution,  and  subsequently  located  within  the  colonising  grant 
of  Austin  and  Williams,  with  their  consent,  and  certified  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  was  good  without  the  signature  of  the  Governor.    Ibid 

IS.  So  far  as  the  land  was  within  the  colonizing  grant  of  Robertson,  his  con- 
sent was  not  necessary,  the  term  of  his  grant  having  expired.    Ibid 

SS«  Where  no  organization  of  a  colonial  grant  had  token  place  by  the  introduo* 
tion  of  settlers,  the  land  not  occupied  was  open  for  public  sale,  with  the 
consent  of  the  empresario,  and  the  alcalde  was  a  proper  person  to  put  tho 
purchaser  in  possession.     Ibid. 

S4.  That  the  survey  was  made  before  the  order  of  survey  was  directed  to  the 
surveyor,  was  not  fatal  to  the  grant.  Any  preliminary  defects  were  cured 
by  the  patent.  The  fairness  of  the  grant  cannot  be  investigatea  at  law, 
at  the  instance  of  a  third  party.    Ibid. 

Wb*  A  power  of  attorney,  authenticated  before  a  regidor,  proved  by  the  hand 
writing  of  the  regidor  and  the  assisting  witnesses,  held  sufficient.  Ibid 
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See  A0111T8. 
WASHINGTON— CORPORATION  OF. 

1.  The  power  granted  by  Congress  to  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Washing- 
ton, "  to  open  and  keep  in  repair  streets,  avenues,  lanes,  alleys,  Ac,  agree- 
ably to  the  plan  of  the  city,"  includes  the  power  to  alter  the  grade  or 
change  the  level  of  the  land  on  which  the  streets  by  the  plan  of  the  city 
are  laid  out.    Smith  v.  Corporation  of  Washinffton,  135. 

2.  If,  in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  an  individual  proprietor  suffers  inconvenience 
or  is  put  to  expense,  the  corporation  are  not  liable  in  damages.  Ibid, 

'•'  WATROU&— JUDGE. 

1.  A  rule  laid  upon  the  district  judge  of  the  State  of  Texas,  to  show  cause 
'^  why  a  mandamus  should  not  be  issued  for  him  to  allow  an  appeal  10 

a  certain  case;  but  upon  an  examination  of  the  case,  the  mandamai 
'^  refused.    Muuina  ▼.  Cavazot.  280. 

»  WRIT  OP  ERROR. 

^  1.  Although  an  irregularity  In  the  citation  may  be  cured  by  an  appearance  n 

'-  court,  yet  a  defect  in  the  writ  of  error,  (such  as  not  naming  a  return  day 

for  the  writ,)  or  an  omission  to  file  a  transcript  of  the  record  at  the  term 
f  next  succee^ng  the  issuing  of  the  writ  or  the  taking  of  the  appeal,  are 

fatal  errors,  and  the  case  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction 

CarroU  v.  Dortey^  204. 

n  2.  No  one  can  bring  up,  as  plaintiff  in  a  writ  of  error,  the  judgment  of  an 

E'  inferior  court  to  a  superior  one,  unless  he  was  a  party  to  the  judgment 

in  the  court  below;  nor  can  any  one  be  made  a  defendant  in  the  writ  of 
E  error  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  judgment  in  the  inferior  court.    Paynt 

t  V.  Nilet^  219. 

f  3.  Therefore,  where  there  was  a  judgment  in  the  court  below,  and  certain 

0  persons  intervened,  whose  petition  for  intervention  was  dismissed,  they 
|i  have  no  right  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  error  from  the  judgment  to  which 

they  were  not  parties;  nor  was  any  process,  upon  their  intervention, 
;  served  upon  the  original  defendant.    Ibid. 

f  4.  Rulings  of  the  court  below,  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evidence,  can  be 

r  brought  to  this  court  for  revision  only  by  a  bill  of  exceptions.    Suydam 

V.  WUlianuon,  427. 
6.  Every  special  verdict,  in  order  to  enable  the  appellate  court  to  act  upon  it, 

1  must  find  the  facts  on  which  the  court  is  to  pronounce  the  judgment 
I  according  to  law,  and  not  merely  state  the  evidence  of  facts.  In  this 
(                                  manner  it  becomes  a  part  of  the  record.      Ibid. 

6.  Where  there  is  a  bill  of  exceptions,  the  writ  of  error  does  not  operate  only 
I  upon  that  part  of  the  record.     Wherever  an  error  is  apparent  on  the 

record,  it  is  open  to  revision,  whether  it  be  made  to  appear  by  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  or  in  any  other  mano'tr.  Ibid. 
T.  Where  there  is  no  dispute  in  regard  to  the  facts,  and  consequently  no  neeee- 
sity  for  any  ruling  of  the  court  in  admitting  or  rejecting  evidence,  the 
case  may  be  brought  before  an  appellate  court  by  a  special  yerdlet  or  an 
agpreed  statement  of  facts.    Ibid. 

8.  Bat  in  such  a  case,  the  previous  rulings  of  the  court  upon  questioiui  of  evi- 

dence do  not  come  before  the  appellate  court,  unless  brought  up  by  a  bill 
of  exceptions.    Ibid, 

9,  A  bill  of  exceptions  may  include  in  its  scope  the  rulings  of  the  eouri  at  to 

thf^  admissibility  of  evidence,  which  a  demurrer  to  evidence  oaaiiot  do. 
Ibid. 

10.  A  demnner  to  evidence  makes  the  evidence  a  part  of  the  record.     IbkL 

11  80  where  oyer  of  any  instrument  is  prayed,  or  there  is  a  demurrer  to  ai^ 
part  of  the  pleadings.  Ibid, 

11  A  wril  of  error  operates  only  upon  the  record,  and  brings  it  Into  this  eomt. 
Ibid, 

13.  Therefore,  where  a  paper  was  filed  in  the  court  below  after  the  writ  of 
error  was  issued,  which  paper,  purporting  to  f/>ntain  all  the  evidence, 
both  admitted  and  r^ected,  was  signed  by  the  judge  and  certified  to  be 
eorrect  by  the  counsel  of  tiie  appellee,  and  ooncluded  as  follows:  "A 
verdict  was  then,  by  direction  of  the  court,  taken  for  the  plaintiA  for  the 
VOL.  XX.  41 
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premises  claimed,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  apon  th#  qneitioai 
of  law,  with  liberty  to  tarn  this  cose  into  a  special  Terdici  or  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions," this  paper  cannot  be  considered  a  part  of  the  record.     IMd, 

U.  A  special  verdict  requires  the  presence  and  assent  of  the   courts  and  a  bill 
of  exceptions  must  always  be  signed  and  sealed  by  the  jadg^     lUtL 

15.  In  this  case,  the  paper  is  merely  a  report  of  the  jadge  who  presided  at  the 
trial,  and  as  such  must  be  disregarded  by  this  court    IbitL 

16  Under  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  Judiciary  act,  where  the  juriadictioo 

of  this  court  is  not  shown  upon  the  record,  the  writ  of  error  most  be 
dismissed ;  but  under  the  twenty-second  section,  if  no  error  appears  upon 
the  record,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  afi&nned.     Ibid. 

17  This  court  again  decides,  that  after  a  ease  has  been  brought  here  and  de- 

cided, and  a  mandate  issued  to  the  court  below,  if  a  secoad  writ  of  error 
is  sued  out,  it  brings  up  for  rerision  nothing  but  the  proceedings  sub- 
sequent to  the  mandate.    BobmU  t.  Coopir^  467. 
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